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Beg leave to trouble your Lord- 
ſhip and the World once more 
g with my Remarks upon the Do- 
ctrines you have lately deliver- 
) ed. Your Sermon and Preſer- 
vative I have already conſidered 
in the moſt impartial manner I could; and 
ſhall now examine your Anſwer to the Repre- 
ſentation of the I carned Committee, both as it 
is an Anſwer to that, and as it contains Opi- 
nions contrary to the fundamental Articles of 
Chriſtianity. 

I have leſs need of excuſing to your Lord- 
ſhip this third Addreſs, ſince you can fo eaſi- 
ly acquit your ſelf from the Trouble of ma- 
king any Reply to whatever comes from me. 
It ſeems I have too ſmall a Reputation to de- 
ſerve your Notice ; but if the Dean of Chi- 
cheſter would but declare for the _ oy 
B ſeli- 


1 


(2) 

| 1 vered in my Letters, and put but a little 
his Reputation upon the iſſue, then, you 

bay, you would ſubmit to the Employment of an 

Anſwer . 

My Lord, I readily confeſs that I have 
nol Reputation nor Learning, nor any 
Title to recommend me to your Lordſhip's 
Notice; but I muſt own, that I thought the 
very wart of theſe would, in your Opinjon, 
qualify me to make better Enquiries into Re- 
ligious Truths, and raiſe your Eſteem of me 
as a Correſpondent in theſe Matters. For you 
expreſsly declare, that if Learning or Litera- 
ture is to be intereſted in this Debate, then 
the moſt learned Man has certainly a Title 
to be the Univerſal Judge. So that no 
Man ought to ſhew any Regard to Learning, 
as a Qualification in religious Diſputes, un- 
leſs he will own that the moſt learned Man 
has a Title to be a Pope, or as you exprels it, 
the Univerſal Judge. Yet your Lordſhip, in 
ſpight of this Proteſtant Doctrine fo lately 
delivered, has deſpiſed and overlooked all my 
Opinions in Religion merely for my want of 
Character and Learning, and has promiſed 
to undertake the needleſs Taſk of examining 
thoſe Opinions with another Gentleman, mere. 
ly upon account of his Character and Repu- 
tation. So that though it is perfect Popery, 
and making the moſt learned Man the uni- 
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verſal Judge, to allow any thing to Learning 
yet your Lordſhip is ſo true a Proteſtant, 
and pays ſo great a Regard to Learning, that 
you will not ſo much as examine a Doctrine 
with a Perſon of no Character for Learning. 
Again you ſay; Nothing has been ſeen to 
adminiſter ſo many Doubts and Differences 
(in Religion) as Learning *, and that none 
are ſeen to be leſs ſecure from Error than 
learned Men. . 
Now is it not ſtrange, my Lord, that af- 
ter this noble Declaration againſt Learning, as 
the greateſt Cauſe of Doubts and Differences, 
this extraordinary Preference given to Igno- 
rance, as a more likely Guide to Truth, you 
ſhould deſpiſe any one as below your Notice 
in religious Diſputes, becauſe he wants hat 
Learning which ſo blinds the Underſtanding ? 
Can you aſcribe thus much Honaur to Learn- 
ing, which in your. Opinion does ſo much 
Diſhonour to Religion? Will you zntere/t 
thoſe Qualities in this Debate, which if they 
are allowed to have any Intereſt in it, will 
make the Man of the greateſt Abilities the 
Univerſal Fudge. 5 N 
Again, As a farther Reaſon why you have 
taken no notice of me, you ſay, as conſide- 
rable a Writer as Mr. Law is, I hope the 
Committee, as a Body, are much more conſi- 
derable in the Dean's Eyes; I am ſure, 
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1 
they are in mine: And the Dean bimſelf, I 
have thought a much more conſiderable Writer 
than Mr. Law, and fo have ſpent all my time 
upon Him and the Committee. 

Now, my Lord, though Ireadily acknowledge 
this to be exceeding true, and have ſo far at 
leaſt a juſt Opinion of my ſelf, as to be afraid 
to be compared to much leſs Perſons than 
the Dean, or any of the learned Committee, 
yet, my ord, this Reaſon, which, if urged. 
by any one elſe, might paſs for a good one, 
cannot be urged by you, without contradict- 
ing a principal Doctrine maintained in your 
Anſwer to the Repreſentation. For there you 
bid us /cok into the Popriſh Countries; and 
fee whether one illiterate honeſt Man be not 
as capable of judging for himſelf in Religion, 
as all their learned Men united; even fup- 
pofirrg them met together in a General Coun- 
cil, with all poſſible Marks of Solemnity and 
Grandeur F, | 

Here we ſee a Perſon merely for his want 


of Literature made as good a Judge in Re- 


ligion, as a General Council of the moſt 
learned Men, acting with the utmoſt Solem- 
nity. We ſee a Council in its utmoſt Per- 
tection contemptuouſly compared to, and e- 
ven made leſs conſiderable than a private il- 
literate Perſon. And this we may fairly ſup- 
poſe was intended to ſhew your Contempt of 
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the Engh/hþ Convocation. But a few Weeks 
after, when you had another Deſign iu your 
Head, you tell us to this purpoſe, that you 
diſregarded the Writings of a ſingle Perſon of 
no Figure in the learned World, to pay your 
Reſpect to the Committee as. a Body, which, 
as fuch, is much more conſiderable in your 
Eyes. So that here an zwliterate Perſon is 
made a great Judge in Religion in regard to 
a Body of learned Men, becauſe he is illi- 
terate ; and here that ſame Perſon is made of 


no Conſideration in Points of Religion in re- 


gard to a Body of learned Men, merely be- 
cauſe he is private and illiterate. 

It will be of no Advantage to your Lord- 
ſhip, to ſay that you have only replicd to 
the Dean, in relation to me; in the ſame 
Words that he uſed to you, in relation to 
Mr. Sykes. © L 

For, my Lord, that Reply might be pro- 
per enough from the Dean, if he judged right 
of Mr. | Sykes's. Performance; it being very 
reaſonable to overlook an Adverſary that has 
neither Truth, Abilities, or Reputation to ſup- 
port his Cauſe. ' 4 | 
But though this might be right in the Dean, 
who pays a true Regard to the Authority and 
Learning of great Men, yet it cannot be de- 
fended by your Lordſhip. For though myLearn- 
ing or Reputation were ever ſo low, they are 
ſo far from unqualifying me for religious En- 


quiries, that if you would fincerely ſtand to 
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what you have ſaid, you ought, for the want 
of theſe very Accompliſhments, to eſteem me 
the more, and even chuſe me out as a Corre- 
ſpondent in this Debate. 

But however, without any farther Regard 
to the Opinion your Lordſhip has either of 
me or my Abilities, I ſhall proceed to the moſt 


impartial Examination of your Book that I poſ- 
ſibly can. 


O begin with your Lordſhip's De- 
SE ſcription of a Church ; The Num- 
Eber of Men, whether ſmall or great, 
e whether diſperſed or united, who 
truly and fincerely are Subjects to Chriſt alone in 
Matters of Salvation *, 

The learned Committee calls this your Lord- 
ſhip's Deſcription of a Church. 

Your Lordſhip anſwers; I wonder to hear 
this called my Deſcription of A Church; whereas 
I pretend, in thoſe Words to deſcribe no other, 
but The Univerſal Inviſible Church. ＋ 7s 
a Deſcription, not of A Church, in our modern 


way of ſpeaking ; but of The Church, the In- 
viſible Church 15 Chriſt +. 
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May not we alſo wonder, m my Lord, that 
you ſhould ſo deſcribe The Church, that it 


will not bear being call'd A Church? If I 
ſhould fay it is a 1 of no Church, 


I have your Lordſhip's Confeſſion, that it is 
not A Church; ſo that it is ſomething be- 
twixt a Church And no Church, that is, it is 
The Church. 

Suppoſe, my Lord, ſome body or other 
ſhould have a mind to be of your Church, if 
he betakes himſelf to A Church, he is wrong; 
you do not mean A Church, but The Church. 
Your Lordſhip owns that this is not a De- 
ſcription of a Church in the modern way of 
ſpeaking ; I humbly preſume to call upon your 
Lordſhip to ſhew that it is a Deſcription ac- 
cording to the ancient way of ſpeaking. To 
call the Number of Believers the Inviſible 
Church, is a way of ſpeaking, no more to be 
found in the Scriptures, than the Company of 
Pre- Adamites. 

There is, no doubt of it, an Inviſible Church, 
1. e. a Number of Beings that are in Covenant 
with God, who are not to be ſeen by hu- 
man Eyes; and we may be ſaid to be Mem- 
bers of this Invi/ible Church, as we are in- 
titled to the ſame Hopes and Expectations. 
But to call the Number of Men and Women 
who believe in Chriſt and obſerve his Inſti- 
tutions, whether diſperſed or united in this 
viſible World, to call theſe The Invi/ible 
Church, is as falſe and groundleſs, as to call 
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them the Order of Angels, or the Church of 
Seraphims. The Profeſſion of Chriſtians is 
as viſible as any other Profeſſion, and as much 
declared by viſible external Acts. And it is 
as proper to call a Number of Men practiſing 
Law or Phyjick, an Inviſible Society of 
Lawyers and Phyſicians, as to call the Church 
on Earth the Inviſible Church. For all thoſe 
Acts and Offices which prove People to be 
Chriſtians, or the Church of Chriſt, are as vi- 
{ible and notorious, as thoſe which prove 
them to be of any particular ſecular Employ- 
ment. Would it be proper to call the Num- 
ber of Hifidels and Jdolaters the Inviſible 
Church of the Devil? Are they not viſibly 
under the Dominion of the Powers of Dark- 
neſs? Are they not viſibly out of Chriſt's 
Church? Muſt it not therefore be as viſible 
who is in this Church, as who is not in it? 
If any one ſhould tell us that we are to 
believe Inviſible Scriptures, and obſerve Invi- 
ſible Sacraments, he would have juſt as much 


Reaſon and Scripture of his fide, as your Lord- 


ſhip has for this Doctrine. And it would be 
of the ſame Service to the World to talk of 
theſe Inviſibilities, if the Canon of Scripture 


was in diſpute, as to deſcribe this Invi/ible 


Church, when the Caſe is, with what Y:/ible 
Church we ought to unite. 

Our Saviour himſelf tells us, that the King- 
dom of Heaven 1s like unto a Net that was 


caſt into the Sea, and. gathered of every 
h hind ; 


(9) 


kind; which, when it was full, they drew 
to ſhore and fat down, and gathered the good 
into Veſſels, but caſt the bad away, And 
then ſays, ſo ſhall it be at the end of the 


B: World®: 


This, my Lord, is a Deſcription of the 
State of Chriit's Church given us by himſelf, 
Is there any thing in this Deſcription that 
ſhould lead us to take it for an I:v//ible King- 
dom, that conſiſts of one particular fort of Peo- 
ple inviſibly united to Chriſt? Nay, is it not 
the whole Intent of this Similitude to teach us 
the contrary, that his Kingdom is to conſiſt 
of a Mixture of good and bad Subjects till 
the End. of the World? The Kingdom of 
Chriſt is ſaid here to gather its Members, as 
a Net gathers all kinds of Fiſh ; it is chiefly 
compared to it in this reſpect, becauſe it gathers 
of all kinds; which I ſuppole is a ſufficient De- 
claration, that this Kingdom conſiſts of Subjects 
good and bad,. as that the Net that gathers of 
every kind of Fith, takes good and bad Fiſh. 
Let us ſuppoſe that the Church of Chriſt was 
this Inviſible Number of People united to 
Chriſt by ſuch internal inviſible Graces ; is it 
poſſible that a Kingdom conſiſting of this one 
particular ſort of People 7nv1jibly good, ſhould 


be like a Net that gathers of every kind of 


Fiſh ? If it was to be compared to a Net, it 


—— 
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ought to be compared to ſach a Net, as githers 
only of one kind, vig. good Fiſh and then it 
might repreſent to us a Church that has but 
one ſort of Members. 

But fince Chriſt who certainly underſtood 
the Nature of his own Kingdom, has declated 
that it is like a Net that gathers of every kind 
of Fiſh; it is as abſurd to fay, that it con- 
fiſts only of one kind of Perſons (viz. the 
inviſibly good) as to ſay, that the Net which 
gathers of every kind, has only of one kind 
in it. Farther; when it was full they drew 
zt to ſhore, and gathered the good into Veſ- 
fels, but caſt the bad away; ſo ſhall it be 
at the end of the World, Now as it was 
the bad as well the good Fiſh which filled the 
Net, and the Church is compared to the Net 
in this reſpect; ſo it is evident that bad Men 
as well as good are Subjects of this Kingdom. 
And I preſume they are Members of that 
Kingdom which they fill up, as ſurely as the 
the Fiſh muſt be in the Net before they can 
fill it. All theſe Circumſtances plainly de- 
clare that the Church or Kingdom of Chriſt 
ſhall conſiſt of a Mixture of good and bad 
People to the End of the World. 
Again; Chriſt declares that the Kingdom 
of Heaven is like to a certain King which 
made a marriage for bis Son, and ſent his 
Servants out into the High-ways, who ga- 


thered together all as many as they * 
bot 


( xx ) 


both good and bad, and the Wedding vas | 
filled with Gueſts &. | 


Nothing can be more evident than that the 
chief Intent of this Parable is to ſhew that 
the Church of Chriſt is to be a Mixture of 
good and bad People to the end of the World. 
It is like a Feaff where good and bad Gueſts 
are entert: ned; but can it be like ſuch a Feaſt 
if only the z7v7/ibly virtuous are Members of 


it? If the Subjects of this Kingdom are of 


one 7nvi/ible kind, how can they bear any 
Reſemblance to a Fea/i made up of all kinds 
of Gueſts? Nay, what could be thought of, 
more unlike to this Kingdom, if it was ſuch 
a Kingdom as you have repreſented it ? 

How could our blefſed Saviour have more 
directly guarded aginſt ſuch a Deſcription of 
his Kingdom as your Lordſhip has given us, 
than he has done in theſe Parables? He 
compares it to a Quantity of good and bad 


Fiſh in a Net, to a Number of good and bad 


Gueſts at a Feaſt. Are there any Words that 
could more fully declare his Meaning to be, 
that his Kingdom conſiſted of good and bad 
Subjects? Could any one more directly con- 
tradict this Account of our Saviour, than by 
ſaying that his Kingdom is an inviſible King- 
dom conſiſting of a particular ſort of People 
inviſibly virtuous ? 
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Your Lordſhip profeſſes a mighty Regard 
for the Scriptures, and a great Diſlike to all 
Doctrines that are not delivered there; pray, 
my Lord, produce but ſo much as one Tex! 
of Scripture ; tell us the Apoſtle or Evange- 
liſt that ever declared the Number of Believer, 
whether diſperſed or united on Earth, to bi 
the Univerſal Inviſible Church; ſhew us any 
one Paſſage in Scripture which teaches us, tha! 
none are of the Church of Chriſt, but thoſe 
who have ſuch Invifble Virtues, and cannot 
be known to be ſo. Ke 

There is as much Authority from Scripture 
to prove that the Church is a Kingdom with- 
out any Subjects, as that they are only of it, 
who have ſuch Inviſible Graces. And it is as 
eaſy to prove from thoſe ſacred Writings, that 
neither Chriſt or his Apoſtles were ever Vi. 
ble on Earth, as that the Number of People 
on Earth who believe in Chriſt conſtitute the 
Invifible Church. 

In the Parables above mentioned it is out 
of all doubt that our Saviour deſcribes his 
Univerſal Kingdom or Church: It is alſo 
certain that the Univerſal Inviſible Church, 
which you call Chriſt's Church, cannot be 
this Univerſal Church that is made up of a 
Mixture of good and bad Members: I there- 
fore beg of your Lordſhip to let us know 
where Chriſt has taught us, that he has two 
Univerſal Churches on Earth; for if you 
cannot ſhew that he has declared that he 00 

theſe 


1238] 
_ theſe two Univerſal Churches, you muſt al- 
egard low that this which you have deſcribed, is a 
to all [Church of your own ſetting up, not only 
Pray, without any Authority, but even againſt the 
Text expreſs Word of Scripture. 
ange- Your Lordſhip ſays that the Doctrines 
ievers which the Learned Committee have condemn- 
70 be ed, if they be of that evil Tendency, muſt 
S any be ſo either with Regard to the Univerſal 
that Inviſible Church, made up of all theſe who 
thoſe incerely in their Hearts believe in Chriſt ; 
annot ſor with reſpect to the Univerſal Viſible 
Church made up of all, who in all Coun- 
ries © (whether ſincerely or infincerely) openly 
profeſs to believe in Chriſt ; or with reſpect to 
ſome particular Viſible Church “. 

It may be juſtly expected, my Lord, that 
you ſhould ſhew us ſome Grounds for this Di- 
ſtinction. Where does our bleſſed Lord give 
s ſo much as the leaſt Hint that he has 
ounded two Univerſal Churches on Earth ? 
Did he deſcribe his Church by halves when 
is Out he likened it to a Net full of all kinds of Fiſh? 
es his Has he any where let us know that he has a- 
alſo nother Univerſal Kingdom on Earth beſides 
lurch, his, which in the Variety of its Member is 
ot * ike a Net full of all ſorts of good and bad 

ot 2 Fish. g | 
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tion, or more contrary to Scripture than this 
refined Diſtinction. The Opus Operatum in 
the Sacraments, the femporal Satisfactions for 
Sins, Works of Superogation, or any of the 
niceſt Arts of Teſuiti/m, are not leſs founded 


in Scripture than this nice Diſtinction, of in- 


juring either the Univerſal Inuiſible, or the 
COniverſal Viſible, or a particular Viſibl. 
Church. For, my Lord, the Church of Chrif 
is as truly one and the fame Church, - as the 
Sacrament of Baptiſm is one and the ſam: 
Baptiſm ; and he no more inſtituted ſevera 
ſorts of Churches, than he inſtituted ſevera 
kinds of Baptiim. 

Pray, my Lord, therefore be no longer an 
ory at Human Arts in Religion; why ma 
not Popery have its Peculiarities in Doctrin 
as well as your Lordſhip ; the Church of Rom: 


with all its Additions and Corruptions, an 


pompous Ornaments, is as much like th 
Church as it was in the Apoſtles Times, a 
your Inviſible Church is like that whic 
Chriſt declared to be his Church. Whe 
they ſet out the Church as Jnfallible, the 
do but reaſon like your Lordſhip, when yo 
deſcribe it as Invijſible. 

That there are good and bad Church- mer 
is paſt all doubt; but that People are of th 


Church by means of inviſible Virtues, is: 


falſe, as that only good Men came to the Fea 
in the Goſpel We are aſſured that many az 
called, but few are choſen; i. e. that man 
2 {ha 
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ſhall be made Members of Chriſt's Church, 


but few ſhall be ſaved ; and who theſe few 
are that truly work out their Salvation, may 
be inviſible to us; but thoſe many that were 


called, that is, who were in the Church, though 


they did not live up to all the Intents of 
Church-Communion, yet were as truly of 
the Church, as the bad Fiſh were really in 
me Net. 

But to preceed ; I ſhall illuſtrate this Reply 
of your Lordſhip concerning an Univerſal 
Viſible, and Univerſal Inviſible, and parti- 
cular Viſible Church, with the following In- 
ſtances, _ # 
Let us ſuppoſe any one was charged with 
writing againſt the Sacraments ; if he ſhould 
with your Lordſhip reply, that this Charge 
againſt him muſt either relate to the Unzver- 


fal Viſible Sacraments, or Univerſal Invi- 
ble Sacraments, or particular Viſible Sacra- 


ments, he would have juſt as much Scripture 
or Reaſon to ſupport that Diſtinction, as your 
Lordſhip has for dividing the Church into 
Univerſal Viſible, and Univerſal Invifible, and 
particular Vifible. For the Profeſſion of 
Chriſtianity, or Church-Memberſhip, is as ex- 
ternal and viſible a thing, as the Sacraments 
are external viſible Inſtitutions. So that it 
is as contrary to Scripture, and as mere an 
human Invention to make Pretence of an 
Univerſal Inviſible Church, when the Diſpute 
is concerning Chriſt's Church on Earth, as it 
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is to have recourſe to IÞvifible Sacramients, it 
the Queſtion was concerning Cbriſt's Sacra- 
ments. 7 | 

They are both equally external and viſi- 
ble ; and as the Sacraments may be received 
without any ſpiritual Advantage, ſo Perſons 
may be of the Church and yet not be ſaved 
And as the Sacraments are not leſs Sacra- 
ments, though they-may not convey the de- 
ſigned Benefits to the Receiver; fo neither 
are ſuch-a Number of People not of the 
Church, though they do not obtain that Salva- 
tion. Which is the intended Conſequence of 
Church-Communion. | 

Your Lordſhip cannot give any one Rea- 
ſon for introducing this Diſtinction with Re- 
gard to the Church, which will not equally 
hold for the ſame Diſtinction in Regard to 
the Sacraments; and there is exactly the 


ſame Qualery and Fanaticiſm in one Doctrine 


as the other. 

For as they are the Sacraments which chiefly 
conſtitute the Church, ſo no Diſtinctions or 
Diviſions can with any tolerable Propriety be 
applied to the Church, but ſuch as may be 
alſo applied to the Sacraments, that conſti- 
tute the Church. And therefore the Terms 
Univerſal and Particular, Viſible and In- 
v1fible, have no more to do with Chriſt's 
Church which he has inſtituted in this World, 


than with the two Sacraments which he alſo 


inſtituted, Baptiſm, and the Supper of the 
Lord. Again, 
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Again, If any one was accuſed of writing 
againſt the Chriſtian Revelation, he might 
anſwer with your Lordſhip, if this Accuſation 
be true, it muſt be ſo either with regard to 
God's Univerſal Viſible Revelation in all 
the Canonical Books, or with Regard to his 
Univerſal Invifible Revelation whereby he 
ſpeaks inwardly to all fncere People, or 
with reſpe& to ſome particular Part of his 
vi ſible Revelation. Let all the World judge, 
whether if a Perſon ſo accuſed ſhould make 
this Reply, it would not plainly appear, ei- 


ther that he was a downright Entbuſiaſt, or a 


crafty Dealer in Cant and artificial Words, 
I am ſure your Lordſhip cannot ſhew that 
you have more Authority to divide the 
Church on Earth into Unzverſal Viſible, and 
Univerſal Inuifible, and particular Viſible, 
then he had to divide the Chriſtian Revela- 
tion into YVifible and Invifible, Neither was 
it leſs to the purpoſe for ſuch a one to talk 


of Invifible Gift of? if he was accuſed of 
4 


denying the Goſpel of St. Jobn, than it is for 


your Lordſhip under your preſent Accuſation 


to have recourſe to the Iuiſible Church; but 
our Lordſhip will find no Advantage in this 
eit. | 

Again; Suppoſe a Perſon was charged with 
writing Treaſcn againſt the Government, and 
in his Defence ſhould thus diſtinguiſh ; The 
Treaſon that I am charged with againſt the 
Government, muſt relate either to Uni ver ſal 
bo | C Govern- 


(28 ) 


Government in this World, or to Univerſal 
Government in the other World, or to ſome 
articular Government in this World. 
It would be as ingenuous, as ſincere, and 

as pertinent for a Perſon thus accuſed to talk 
of Governments that had no relation to the 
Caſe, but in his own Imagination, as for 
your Lordſhip in the preſent Diſpute to talk 
of Univerſal Vifible, and Univerſal Invifi- 
ble, and particular Vifible Churches. For 
beſides this, that there is no Foundation for 
ſuch a Diſtinction, yet if there was ſuch an 
Inviſible Church, how is it poſſible your Lord- 
_ ſhip ſhould hurt it? How is it poſſible = 
Learned Commuttee ſhould mean to charge 
you: with injuring it? They might. as well 
think your Lordſhip capable of forming a De- 
ſign to arreſt a Party of Shirits, as to attack 
an Inviſible Church that neither you nor they 
know- any thing of, or where to find. 
Vour Lordſhip faith, That if you have un- 
juſtly laid any thing down in this Deſerip= 
tron of the Inviſible Church, to the Pre- 
Judice or Inium of any Particular Viſible 
Church, you acknowledge that it is your 
Part to anſwer for it sx. 

I believe it appears already that your Lord- 
ſhip has a great deal to anſwer for upon this 
Head; and I ſhall now farther ſhew, that you 
hve ſet up this Invifible Ciureb f in Aral. a7 
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tion to all other Churches whatever. This 
will appear from the following Paſſage in your 
Sermon ; This Inquiry will bring us back to 
the firſt, which is the only true Account of 


the Church of Chriſt or Kingdom of Chriſt in 


tbe Mouth of a Chriſtian, viz. the Number of 


Men whether ſmall or great *, &c. 


We have your Lordſhip's Confeſſion that 
you only here pretend to deſcribe the Uni- 
verſal Inviſible Church of Chriſt; you alſo 
here plainly declare, that if is the only true 
Account of Chriſt's Church or Kingdom in 
the Mouth of a Chriſtian, 2 
Is not this my Lord, expreſſly declaring, 


that any other Account of Chriſt's Church is 


not a true one; for you ſay this is the only 
true one? Is it not directly affirming that 
any other Deſcription of Chriſt's Church can- 
not become the Mouth of a Chriſtian; for 
you ſay that this is the only true one in the 
Mouth of a Chriſtian ? So that if we call 
the Univerſal Viſible Church, the Church of 
Chrift, we give a falſe Account of Chriſt's 
Church, and ſuch a one as is unfit for the 
Mouth of a Chriſtian. 

Could your Lordſhip have thought of any 
thing more ſhocking, than to ſay that the De- 
ſcription of your [nvi/ible Church is the only 
true Account of Chriſt's Church, and fit for 
the Mouth of a Chriſtian, when our Saviour 
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has given us a quite contrary Account of it 
from his own Mouth ? He compares it to a 
Net full of good and bad Fiſh, to a Feaſt 
full of good and bad Gueſts ; this ſurely, my 
Lord, is not an Account of your Invifible 
Church, where there are only Inviſible Mem- 
bers. Your Lordſhip cannot fay that Chriſt 
has here deſcribed the Inviſible Church ; you 
directly ſay that your Deſcription of the Invi- 
fible Church, is the only true Account of 
Chriſt's Church in the Mouth of a Chriſtian ; 
and conſequently this Account which our Sa- 
viour himſelf has given of his Church, ſtands 
condemned by your Lordſhip as a falſe Ac- 
count of Chriſt's Church unfit for the Mouth 
of a Chriſtian, I appeal to the common 
Senſe of every Reader, whether I have laid 
any thing to your Charge, but what your 
own expreſs Words amount to. The ſhort is 
this ; If Chrift has in theſe Parables deſcribed 
the Univerſal Church as Viſible, then it is 
plain that this Account of Chriſt's Church is 
a falſe one in the Mouth of a Chriſtian ; for 
you ſay your Account of the Inviſible Church 
is the only true Account. of Chriſt's Church in 
the Mouth of 4 Chriſtian; ſo that nothing 
can ſecure this Account which our Saviour has 
oiven of his Church from your Lordſhip's 
Cenſure, but ſhewing that it is the very ſame 
Account of the Inviſible Church that you 
have given; which I believe is more than 
your is will undertake to prove; it 

being 
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being as hard to prove that a Net full of good 
and bad Fiſh, or a Feaſt full of good and bad 
Gueſts, ſhould repreſent an Inviſible Kingdom 
of only one ſort of Subjects, as that the Net 
and Feaſt, though both full, ſhould repreſent a 
Kingdom that had not one Subject in it. 

If a Fanatick ſhould deſcribe the Chriſtian 
Sacraments, as Spiritual and Inviſible Sa- 
craments, and then affirm that that was the 
only true Account of Chriſtian Sacraments in 
the Mouth of a Cbriſtian, could we charge 
him with leſs than writing againſt a/ Sacra- 
ments but Inviſible Sacraments? It is juſt 
thus far that your Lordſhip has proceeded 
againſt the External Viſible Church; you 
have declared the Inviſible one to be the only 
true Church, fit to be ſpoke of by a Chri- 
ſtian, which I think is laying down a Poſition 
highly injurious to the Viſible Church, ſince 
it is here condemned as falſe in the Mouth of 
a Chriſtian. Bs 

From all this it appears, that the Learned 
Committee have juſtly diſliked your Lordſhip's 
Deſcription of the Church of Chriſt. 

Firſt ; As you deſcribe it as an Inviſible 
Church, directly contrary tothe Scripture Re- 
preſentations of it, as given by our Saviour 
himſelf. 

Secondly ; As it is in Diſparagement of the 
Article of our Church, which gives quite a- 
nother Deſcription of the Church. 


C 3 That 


1 

That the Church deſcribed in the Article 
falls under your Lordſhip's Cenſure, is very 
plain. For you declare that your Deſcription 
of the Inviſible, is the only true Account of 
Chriſt's Church ; therefore the Deſcription i in 
the Article cannot be a true one, becauſe it is 
different from yours, which is the only true 
one. 

Secondly; Vou declare that you conſider 
the Church under this Deſcription, v:z. as 
Inviſible, becauſe every other Notion of it, 
is made up of inconſiſtent Images“: There- 
fore the Account of the Church in the Arti- 
cle is thus inconſiſtent. 

Now what does your Lordſhip anſwer here? 
Only this, that the Article ſpeaks of the 
Viſible Church, and you ſpeak of the Invi- 

ble one Tr. 

4 This . my Lord, proves the Charge 
upon you to be juſt. For ſince you own 
that you deſcribe another Church than that 
which is deſcribed in the Article, and expreſſſy 
affirm that your Account of this other Church 
is the only true Account of Chriſt's Church 
in the Mouth of a Chriſtian; you plainly 
declare that the other Church is a falſe one 
in the Mouth of a Chriſtian. Yet your Lord- 
ſhip reſts ſatisfied with this Reply, as if you 
had cleared your ſelf by it. Whereas this is 

the very S itſelf, That you have de- 
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ſcribed the Church otherwiſe than it is in the 
Article, and have called this d:ferent and new 
Account of it, the only true Account of it; 
and if it be the only true one, then that 
which is given in the Article muſt be a falſe one. 
Your Lordſhip goes on, The Article de- 
clares what it is, that makes every ſuch 
Congregation, the Viſible Church of Chriſt ; 
and I deſcribe what it is that makes every 
particular Man, a Member of Chriſt's Uni- 
verſal Inviſible Church. The Article de- 
ſcribes thoſe outward Acts, which are _ 
fary to make a Vifible Church; and I de- 
ſcribe that inward Sincerity, and Regard to 
Chriſt himſelf, which make Men Members 
of the Invifible Church of Chriſt. And where 
10 the Contradiction contained in all this *? 
Suppoſe, my Lord, any one ſhould affirm 
that there is a Sincere, IJnviſible Biſhop of 
Bangor, who is the only true Biſhop of Ban- 
gor in the Mouth of a Chriſtian. Would 
your Lordſhip think here was no Reflection 
intended upon your ſelf? Would you think 
this Account no Contradiction to your Right 
as Biſhop of Bangor? Does your Lordſhip 
believe ſuch an Aſſertion could come from a- 
ny one that owned vour Right to your Bi- 
ſhoprick, and was a Friend to you in it? 
Would you imagine that nothing was meant 
againſt you, becauſe the other Biſhop was 
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ſaid to be Iroifible ? Your Lordſhip cannot 
but know, that though he is ſaid to be Inviſible, 
yet if he is the only true Biſhop of Bangor in the 
Mouth of a Chriſtian, then any other Biſhop 
of Bangor, whether Viſiblè or Invifible, muſt 
be a falſe one in the Mouth of a Chriſtian. 

Thus it is your Lordſhip has dealt with. 
the Viſible Church; you have ſet another up 
as the only true Church, and yet think all is 
well: that there is no Contradiction, becauſe 
you call this other an Inviſibie Church, 
whereas if it be the only true Church, it 
contradicts every other Church in the higheſt 
Senſe. And though it does not contradict it as a 
Vifible Church, yet it does as a True Church, 
which is of more Conſequence. 

Your Lordſhip here puts a Queſtion in fa- 
vour of the Viſible Church. Can it be ſup- 
poſed by this learned Body, that a Man's be- 
ing of the Invifible Church of Chriſt, is in- 
conſiſtent with his joining himſelf with any 
Vifble Church * ? | | 

No, my Lord, it cannot be ſuppoſed. Tt 
cannot be ſuppoſed by any Body that a Man's 
being of the Inviſible Church, is inconſiſtent 
with his joining himſelf to the Royal So- 
ciety, or College of Phyſicians. But pray, 
my Lord, is this all that your Inviſible Church 
will allow of ? Dare your Lordſhip proceed 
no farther, than only to grant that it is 20 
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Inconfiſtency, no Contradiction for a Member 
of your Invi/ible Church to join with any 
Viſible Church? If you would ſincerely ſhew 
that you have ſaid nothing to the Prejudice 
of the Y7/ible Church, you ought to declare 
that the Members of your Inviſibie Church, 
may not only conſilentiy join with that which 
is Viſible, but that it is their Duty, and that 
they are obliged to join with it in order to be 
of yours that is Invi/ible. For if you have 
ſet up an Inviſible Church, which will excuſe 


its Members from being of any that is Viſi- 


ble, then you have plainly deſtroyed it, by 
making it uſeleſs. And it is but a poor Apo-. 
logy for it to ſay, there is no Inconſiſtency in 
joining with it, after you have made it need- 
leſs and unneceſſary to join with it. And it 
will be pretty difficult to give a conſiſtent 
Reaſon, why any Perſon ſhould join himſelf 
to a needleſs Church. 

Vour Lordſhip has here made great Diſco- 
veries of the Nature of your, Iviſible Church, 
which appears to have nothing viſible or ex- 
fernal in it. | a 

For firſt, you declare that the Article de- 
ſcribes one Church, and you another. But 
how does this appear ? How does your Lord- 
ſhip prove this? 1*. Becauſe the Article de- 
clares what it is that makes every ſuch Con- 
gregation the Viſible Church *®. Now, my 
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Lord, if this ſhews that the Article does not 
deſcribe your Church, then it is plain that 
the Article here deſcribes ſomething that does 
not belong to your Church; for if it equally 
belonged to your Church, it could be no Proof 
that it did not deſcribe your Church. But 
you expreſsly ſay that it deſcribes a different 
Church from yours ; therefore it muſt deſcribe 
ſomething that does not belong to yours. | 

Now if that which makes any Congrega- 
tion the Viſible Church, be not neceſſary to 
make Perſons Members of your Church, it 
follows that they may be Members of yours, 
without being of any Viſible Church. 

Again ; Another Reaſon why the Article 
does not deſcribe your Inviſible Church is 
this; Becauſe it deſcribes thoſe outward Acts, 
which are neceſſary to make a Viſible Church. 
"Theſe outward Acts are, the Preaching the 
pure Word of God, and adminiſtring the Sa- 
craments. Now, my Lord, ſeeing theſe out- 
ward Acts ſhew that the Church here de- 
ſcribed is not your Inviſible Church, does 
not this evidently declare that ſuch outward 
Acts are not neceſſary to your Church? 
For if they did equally belong to both 
Churches, and were alike neceſſary to them, 
how could they more deſcribe one than ano- 
ther? But you ſay, it is the mentioning of 
theſe outward Acts, that ſhews that your In- 
viſible Church is not deſcribed ; therefore it is 


plain, that you do not include theſe outward 
| Acts 
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Aal. as eſſential to your Inviſible Church, 
and conſequently it is a Church to which nei- 
ther public - Worſhip, nor viſible Sacraments 
are neceſſary. For if theſe outward Acts 
are neceſſary to your Invjſible Church, why 
does not your Lordſhip mention them as 
ſuch? You own you Acne wohat it is that 


makes every particular Man a Member of the 


Inviſible Church ; yet you not only take no 
notice of theſe outward Ads, but ſay that 
the Article deſcribes not your Church, be- 
cauſe it mentions theſe outward Acts, which 
is a Demonſtration, that theſe outward Acts ds 
not belong to your Church. 

Farther ; When the Learned Committee 
had charged your Lordſhip with the Omiſſion 
of preaching the Word and adminifiring of 
the Sacraments, you anſwer, they might have 
added, He omits likewiſe the very public 
Profeſion of Chriſtianity. And is not the 
Reaſon plain? becauſe I was not ſpeaking 
of the Viſible Church; to which alone, as 


ſucb, viſible outward Signs, and verbal Pro- 
feſfions belong: but of the Univerſal Inviſible 


Church *. 

My Lord, the Reaſon is very plain, and 
it 1s as plain that is not a good Reaſon. For 
if the preaching of the Word, the admini- 
firing of the Sacraments, and the publick 
Projeſion of plans be Par Ab to 
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make any one a Member of your Invi/ible 
Church, then there was as good Reaſon to 
mention them in your Deſcription, as if you 
had been deſcribing the Viſible Church. 

If they are not neceſſary, then you have 
ſet up a Church excluſive of the Viſible 
Church. The Caſe ſtands thus ; If theſe out- 
ward Acts be as neceſſary to make Perſons be 
of the Inviſible as of the Viſible Church, 
then they ought to come equally into- the 
Deſcription of both Churches, being equally 
neceſſary to both: If you ſay they are not 
equally neceſſary, then you muſt allow that 
there is no Neceſſity that the Members of 
your Church ſhould be in any external Com- 
munion. | 

It is therefore no Apology, to ſay that you 
deſcribe the 1-vi/eble Church, unleſs you will 
ſay that a Man may be of it, without any out- 
ward Alls, or Communion with any Viſible 
Church. If a Perſon may be of this Ivi/ible 
Church without having any thing to do with 
Viſible Sacraments, or Worſhip in a Viſible 
Communion, then you have an Excuſe, why 
you did not mention theſe outward Profeſſions 
in your Deſcription of the Church ; but if he 
cannot be of this Inviſible Communion with- 
out obſerving theſe outward Ordinances, 
then it was as neceſſary to mention theſe 
outward Ordinances in your Account of this 
Church, as if you had' been deſcribing a 
Church, which confiſted of nothing elſe but 
outward Ordinances. 80 
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So that the ſhort of the Caſe is this; If 
the Obſervation of external Ordinances be not 
neceſſary to make Men Members of your Irvi- 
ſible Church, then indeed there is a plain Reaſon 
why your Lordſhip ſhould omit them; and it 
is alſo plain, that this Doctrine ſets aſide the 
Goſpel, if this Invi/ible Church, the only true 
Church in the Mouth of a Chriſttan, be ex- 
cuſed from Goſpel Ordinances. But if theſe 
external Ordinances be neceſſary to conſtitute 
the Inviſible Church, then there was as plain 
a Reaſon to mention them, in the Deſcrip- 
tion of your Church, as if you had been de- 
{cribing the V:/ible Church. 

So that if your Lordſhip will give a good 
plain Reaſon why you have omitted theſe 
outward Acts, it muſt be becauſe they do not 
belong to it ; for otherwiſe the calling it In- 
viſible is no Excuſe, unleſs it has no occaſion 
for ſuch outward Performances. | 

And indeed 'this has appeared to be your 
Doctrine in almoſt every Page, that you ſet 
up this Þrvifible Church in Oppoſition to 
Outward and Vifible Ordinances. For you 
all along ſet out the Oppoſition or Difference 
betwixt the Viſible and Inviſible Church in 
reſpe& to external Ordinances : Thus the 
one is Viſible, becauſe to it alone belong ex- 
ternal Signs, or verbal Profeſſions *. The 
other is Inviſible for the want of theſe. Yet 
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this Inviſible Church thus deſtitute, and even 
neceſlarily deſtitute of external Ordinances, is 
by you called, the only true Church in tbe 
Mouth of 4 Chriſtian. 

One may, I acknowledge, eaſily conceive 
in one's Mind a Number of People, whoſe 
Internal and Inviſible Graces may intitle them 
to the Favour of God; and theſe may be 
called an Invi/ible Number, or Congregation; 
or Church, becauſe it is Inviſible to vs where 
it is, or how great it is. But then, my Lord, 
it is. a great Miſtake if this Inviſible Church 
is oppoſed] to, or diſtinguiſhed from the Vi- 
ble Church in reſpe& of external Ordinan- 
ces. For in theſe things they are both equa/- 
ly obliged to be Viſible. And the Inviſible 
Church is not fo called, in Contradiſtiuction 
to thoſe who attend V. {ble Communions, and 
obſerve external Ordinances, but in Contra- 
diſtinction to thoſe who are inuiſibiy bad, 
and are not what their external Profeſſion 
promiſes. This is the only Number of Peo- 
ple or Church, which the Auuiſibie Church is 

poſed to. For as the Inviſible Church in- 
tends a Number fo called, becauſe of their I- 
wi/ible Graces; fo this Inviſibly good Church 
can be truly oppoſed only to the Inwſbly bad, 
Church, or ſuch as are not ſuch Perſons in- 
wardly, as they profeſs to be outwardly. - 
But, contrary to this, your Lordſhip has all 

along conſidered and deſcribed this: ud 
Church in Oppoſition to the Vibe, 5 
made 
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made thoſe outward Acts which are nereſſary 
to the Viſible Church, ſo many Marks to di- 
ſtinguiſh it from that which is Inviſible. Thus. 
you ſay, that you was. not ſpeaking of the 
Viſible Church, to which alone, as ſuch, 
viſible outward Signs, or verbal Profeſſions 


belong : 
Church *. 
Here you plainly make external Signs, 
and outward Profeſſions, diſtinguiſh the Viſi- 
ble from the Inviſible Church; whereas it is 
not #vi/ible in this reſpect, as being with- 
out theſe external Profeſſions, or in Contra- 
diſtinction to a Viſible Church; but it is on- 
ly Inviſible in thoſe Graces, which human 
Eyes cannot perceive. Thus they are ſaid to 
be the Inviſible Church, becauſe they are a 
Number of Men, who are ſuch inwardly, as 
they profeſs to be outwardly, But this ſhews, 
that they cannot be fo called in Contradiſtinc- 
tion to outward Profeſſions, ſince they muſt 
have an outward Profeſſion themſelves before 
they can be inwardly fncere in it; and con- 
ſequently they are not oppoſed to, or diſtin- 
guiſned from a Number of outward Profeſ- 
ſors, for this they are obliged to be themſelves, 
but from a Number of outward Profeſſors, 
who are not fincere in what they outwardly 


profeſs. 


but of the Univerſal Inviſible 


1 
If I ſhould deſeribe charitable Men to be 
an Inviſible Church of Perſons ſincerely well 
affected to Mankind, and this in Contradi- 
ſtinction to others who are externally chari- 
table, and perform outwerd Acts of Love; 
or if I ſhould deſcribe chaſte Men to be an 
Iroifible Church of Perſons inwardly chaſte 
and pure, and this in Contradiſtinction to o- 
thers externally cbaſie and viſibly pure as to 
outward As; I ſhould juſt have the ſame 
Authority either from Reaſon or Scripture 
to ſet up theſe Iuviſchle Churches of ark 
table and chaſte Men, in Oppoſition to Per- 
ſons outwardly charitable and chaſte, as your 
Lordſhip has to ſet up this inviſible ſincere 
Church, in Coentradiſtinction to the viſible ex- 
ternal Church. For, firſt, this Sincerity no 
more makes a Church, than Charity and 
Chaſtity make a Church, or than Honeſty 
makes a Man a Member of a Corporation, or 
an Officer in the Army ; theſe, being private 
perſonal Virtues, do not conſtitue a Church 
or Society, but concern Men, as DEN, + in every 
Eſtate of Life. 

' Secondly, Outward Ordinances and Vi 
ble Proſeſſions, are as neceſſary to make Men 
true Chriſtians, as outward Acts of Love ahd 
external Purity are neceſſary to make Men 
charitable or chaſte. For Chriſtianity as truly 
implies external As and > refers, as Cha- 
ſtity implies outward Purity. 


1 


Now, my Lord, ſuppoſe the Queſtion was, 
whether Adultery or Fornication or any o- 
ther Impurity was lawful, and that the 


World was divided upon this Controverſy; 


Would he not be an excellent Preacher of 
Chaſtity, that ſhould never tell us whether 
any or all of theſe were unlawful, but ſhould 
pretend to decide the Controverſy, by telling 
the World, that chaſte Men, are an Invifible 
Church of Perſons inwardly pure, and this 
in Contradiſtinction to Perſons externally pure? 
Suppoſe he ſhould tell them, that their Title 
to Chaſtity did not depend upon their being 
or not being of the Number of any outwardly 
pure or impure Perſons, but upon their in- 
ward Purity; What Apology could even 
Charity itſelf make for ſuch a Teacher ? 
The Controverſy on foot is this ; Whether 
external Communion with any fort of Fana- 
ticks be lawful ? Whether it be as ſafe to be 
in one external viſible Communion as in a- 
nother? The World is divided upon this 
Subject; and your Lordſhip comes in to end 
the Controverſy. But how? Is it by exa- 
mining the Merits of the contending Parties? 
Is it by telling us what is right and what is 
wrong in the different Communions ? Is it 
by telling us that one external Communion 1s 
better than another? Is it by ſhewing us that 
any is dangerous? Is it by directing us, with 
which we ought to join, or indeed that we 
ought ſo much as to join with any? No: 
8 D 7 
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This right and wrong, or good and bad in 
external Communions, though it was the whole 
Queſtion, is wholly ſkipt over by your Lord- 

thip ; and you preach up an 1rvi/ible Church 
as the only true Church in the Mouth of a 
Chriſtian, and this in Contradiſtinction to all 
Viſible Churches: And only declare, that our 
Title to God's Favour cannot depend upon 
our being or continuing in any particular Me- 
thod, but upon our Sincerity. | 

Your Lordſhip ſays; I have laid down a 
Deſcription of the Univerſal Inviſible Church 
or Kingdom of Chriſt *. Your Lordſhip had 
been as well employed if you had been paint- 
ing of Spirits, or weighing of Thoughbts. 
The main Queſtion, you ſay, is whether this 
Deſcription be true and juſt r. 

This, my Lord, is not the main Queſtion ; 
nor indeed does it concern us at all whether 
your Lordſhip is ingenious, or not, in this- 
Deſcription. | 

For ſuppoſe your Lordſhip had been de- 
ſcribing an Iviſible King to the People of 
Great Britain, do you think the main Que- 
ſtion amongſt the Lords and Commons would 
be, whether you had hit off the Deſcription 
well? No, my Lord, the mam Queſtion 
would be, To what Ends and Purpoſes you 
had ſet up ſuch a King, and what Relation 
the Subjects of Great Britain had to him; 
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whether they might leave their Viſble, and 
pay only an internal Allegiance to your In- 
viſible King? If your Lordſhip ſhould far- 
ther deſcribe him as the only true King in the 
Mouth of a Britain, I believe it would be 
thought but a poor Apology to appeal to your 
fine Painting, that you had deſcribed him juſt- - 
ly, and ſet him out as Inviſible. The Appli- 
ogg is here very eaſy; it is a very trifling 
Queſtion, and only concerns your Lordſhip's 
Parts, Whether your Deſcription of your 1n- 
viſible Church be juſt or not? But it is the 
Uſe and the End of ſetting up this Church, 
which is any Matter of Queſtion to us. Your 
Lordſhip might ere& as many Churches as 
you pleaſe, if you did it only for ſpeculative 
Amuſement, and to try your Abilities in fine 
Drawing ; but if you pretend to unſettle the 
Chriſtian Church, by your new Buildings, or 
to deſtroy the Diſtinction between the Church 
and Conventicle, by your Inuiſibles, we muſt 
beg your Lordſhip's Excuſe, and can no 
more admire the Beauty or Juſineſs of your 
fine Deſcriptions, than you would admire a 


guſt Deſcription of an Inviſible Dioceſe, if 


it was ſet out in order to receive your Lord- 


eh 


Vou add; But of this (Deſcription) they 
(the Committee) have not ſaid one word ; 


. but rather choſen to go oft to an article of 


tbe Church of England, which defines not 
the Univerſal Inviſible Church. And your 
DR Lordſhip 


(636 

Lordſhip might as well obſerve, that they 
have not ſaid one word about Plato's Re- 
publick. For how they ſhould imagine 
that you was deſcribing an Iv//ible Church, 
or if they did, why they ſhould trouble their 
Heads with ſuch a Deſcription, is not eaſily 
conceived, 

For, my Lord, if it was your primary In- 
tention only to appear in Defence of an U- 
mnwerſal Inviſible Church, what can we con- 
ceive in our Minds more ſurprizing ? What 
can be more extraordinary, than that a Vifible 
Biſhop at a Viſible Court, ſhould with fo 
much Solemnity preach in Defence of a 
Church which can neither be defended nor 
injured ? Are there any Rights in your Invi- 
ſible Church which can poſſibly be loft ? If 
not, to what purpoſe does your Lordſhip 
come in as a Defender? Can the Sight of 
any Meh find it, the Malice of any Men at- 
tack it, or the Good-will of any Men ſup- 
port it? No: Yet though it is as inviſible as 
the Center of the Earth, and as much out of 
our reach as the Stars, yet your Lordſhip 
has very pathetically preached a Sermon, and 
publiſhed ſome Volumes, leſt this Inviſible 
Church, which no body knows where to 
find, ſhould be run away with. _ 

Should the ſame Chriſtian Zeal induce yon 
- Lordſhip to appear, at ſome other ſolemn Oc- 
caſion, in the Cauſe of the Minds, your Pains 
would be as well employed ; for it would be 

as 
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as .reaſonable to deſire that they might riſe 
and blow where they liſt, as that an Inviſible 
Church, no where to be known or found by 
us at preſent, may not be injured. 

If therefore the Learned Committee had fo 
far forgot that Viſible Church of which they 
are Members, as to have engaged with your 
Lordſhip about your Invi/ible Church, the 
Diſpute would have been to as much purpoſe, 
as a Tryal in Weſtminſter- Ha!l about the Phi- 
loſopher*s Stone. 

But you complain that they rather choſe 
to go off to an Article of the Church of Eng- 
land. My Lord, this is very hard indeed, 
that they ſhould go off to the Church of Eng- 
land, when you had an Invi/ible Church ready 
for them; or that this Learned Body cannot 
diſpute about Churches, but they muſt needs 
bring the Church of England into the Queſtion. 

Suppoſe, as in the above-mentioned In- 
ſtance, your Lordſhip ſhould lay down a fine 


and juſt Deſcription of your Invi/ible King of 


Great Britain, a Number of. Tories ſhould, 


Inſtead of examining the Truth of your De- 


ſcription, go off to the Act of Settlement, 
which declares a V:/ible King of Britain: This 
would be to uſe your I ordſhip juſt as the 


Learned Committee have done; who, in- 


ſtead of dwelling upon the Beauty and Juſt- 


neſs of this Deſcription, have gone off to an 
old Article in the Church of 'England, which 
indeed only deſcribes an old-faſhioned Viſcbie 

| D 3 Church, 
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Church, as Churches went in the Apoſtles 
Days: That is, a Congregation of faithful 
Men, in which the pure Word of God 1s 
preached, and the Sacraments duly admini- 
ſtred *. 
I am of Opinion, that the Apoſtolical 
Church would not have thought themſelves 
too Inviſible to be thus deſcribed, or that 
this was too Vifible a Deſcription of the 
Church of Chriſt to take in its fncere Mem- 
— 
Whether therefore your Lordſhip has given 
a true Deſcription of the Invi/ible Church; 
that is, a Church of Thoughts and Senti- 
ments, I ſhall not conſider, * thus much 
I muſt obſerve, that it is a very falſe Deſcrip- 
tion ; firſt, as it pretends to deſcribe THE 
Church Þ, and the only true Church in the 
Mouth of a Chriſtian. For the Church of 
Chriſt, as has been ſhewn, is as truly a Vi- 
ſible external Society, as any Civil or Secu- 
lar Society in the World: And it is no more 
diſtinguiſhed from ſuch Societies by the Invi- 
ſibility, than by the Youth or Age of its Mem- 
bers. 
The holy conſecrated Elements differ from 
'' common Bread and Wine, but they do not fo 
| | differ from it, as to ceaſe to be as Viſible, as 
|| common. Bread and Wine. Thus the Holy 
x Catholick Church, the Kingdom of Chriſt, 
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differs from worldly Societies and Kingdoms, 
but not in point of Viſibility, but in regard 
to the Ends and Purpoſes for which it is 
erected, viz. the eternal Salvation of Man- 
kind. 

Secondly, This Deſcription contradicts the 
nineteenth Article of the Church of England. 
For though it is not ſet up as another Viſible 
Church, ſo as to contradict it in point of Vi- 


fubility, yet ſeeing it is deſcribed as THE 
Church, and the only true Church, it plainly 


contradicts it in point of Truth; for it it be 
the only true Church, every other muſt be a 
falſe one. 

Thirdly, This Deſcription is a mere ſpecu- 
lati ve Conjecture, a Creature of the Imagi- 
nation, which can ſerve no Purpoſes, but is 
entirely foreign to the preſent Diſpute, and 


muſt be ſo to any Diſpute which ever can a- 


riſe between contending Communions. It no 
more ſerves to inform any one, whether he 
ſhould go to the Viſible Church or Viſible 
Conventicle, than whether he ſhould ſtudy 
the Law or Phyſick. It may indeed ſerve 
to make Perſons regardleſs of any Viſible 
Church, but can be of no uſe to them, if 
they defire to know with what Viſible Church 
they ought to join. | able! 
It may now be worth our while to obſerve, 
how your Lordſhip came by this Account of 
Chriſt's Kingdom, which you ſay is the only 


4 


true one. Jeſus anſwered, my Kingdom is 
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2 of this World, is the Text to your Ser- 
You ſay, you have choſen theſe Words 

i 1 our Lord declares the Nature of bis 

Kingdom *. 

Now, my Lord, one would i imagine, that 
you hereby mean, that our Lord has in h 
Words declared what his Kingdom is; for 
without this, it cannot be true that he hath 
declared the Nature of his Kingdom. Where- 
as it is fo far from being true, that he hath in 
theſe Words declared what his Kingdom is, 
that he has only, and that in one particular 
Reſpect, declared what it is not. If he had 
ſaid that his Kingdom was not a Jewiſh King- 
dom, would this be declaring the Nature of 
his Kingdom ? If a Perſon ſhould ſay that his 
Belief was not the Belief of the Church of 
England, would he in theſe Words declare 
the Nature of his Belief? Would it not till 
be uncertain whether he was an Arian or So- 
cinian, or ſomething different from them 
both? Thus our Saviour's ſaying that his 
Kingdom is not of this World, no more de- 
clares the Nature of his Kingdom, than a 
Perſon by ſaying ſuch a one was not his Son, 
would in theſe Words declare how many 
Children he had. 

My King dom is not of this World, are very 
indeterminate Words; and capavle of ſeve- 
ral Meanings, if we conſider them in them- 


_ 
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ſelves. But as ſoon as we confider them ag 
an Anſwer: to a particular Queſtion, they 
take one determinate Senſe. The Queſtion 
was, whetherour Saviour was the (Temporal) 
King of the eus? Teſus anſwered, my 
Kingdom is not of this World. Now as 
theſe Words may ſignify no more than the 
Denial of what was aſked ; as there is nothing 
in them that neceſſarily implies more, than 
that he was not a King as the Jewiſh or o- 
ther Temporal Kings are; as the Queſtion 
extends the Anſwer no farther than this 
Meaning; ſo if we enlarge it, or fix any o- 
ther Meaning to it, it is all human Reaſon- 
ing, without any Warrant from the Text. 

Now, taking the Words in this Senſe, what 
a ſtrange Concluſion is this that your Lord- 
ſhip draws from it: That becauſe Chriſt ſaid . 
his Kingdom was not a Temporal Kingdom 
as the Jewifh and other Kingdoms were; 
therefore his Kingdom is Inuifible. Is it de- 
nied to be a Temporal Kingdom, becauſe a 
Temporal Kingdom is Viſible ? If not, it will 
by no means follow, that it muſt be Inviſible, 
becauſe it is ſaid not to be Temporal. Muſt 
it be in every reſpect contrary to a Temporal 
Kingdom, becauſe it is ſaid not to be Tempo- 
Tal? Then it muſt have no Subjas, becauſe 
in Temporal Kingdoms there are Subjects; 
then there muſt be no King, becauſe in ſuch 
Kingdoms there are Kings. I ſuppoie the 
Sacraments may in a very proper W 
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ſaid to be not Temporal Inſtitutions, though 
they are as external and Viſible as any thin 

in the World ; and conſequently the Church 
may be not Temporal in a very proper Senſe, 
without implying that it muſt therefore be In- 
vi/ible. Indeed I cannot conceive how your 
Lordſhip could have thought of a more odd 
Concluſion, than this which you have drawn 
from them. If you had concluded that be- 
cauſe Chriſt's Kingdom is not a Temporal 
Kingdom, therefore its Members are all of 
of an Age; it had been as well as to ſay, there- 


fore they are Invi/ible. 


Nothing'can be moreſurprizing, than to ſee 
your Lordſhip throughout your whole Ser- 
mon deſcribing this Kingdom, with all the 


Accuracy and Exactneſs imaginable, and even 


demonſtrating every particular Circumſtance 
of its Nature, from this little Negative, that 
it is not a Temporal Kingdom. Your Lord- 


ſhip muſt be very excellent at takin ng. a Hint, 


or you could never have found out this K:ng- 
dom of God ſo exactly from ſo ſmall a Ch 
cumſtance. It ſeems, had this little Text been 
all the Scripture that we had left in the World, 
your Lordſhip could have revealed the reft by 

the help of it. For there is nothing that re- 


lates to this Kingdom, or the Circumſtances 
of its Members, but you have purely by the 
Strength of your Genius, unaſſiſted by any 


other Scripture, proved and demonſtrated from 
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If a Foreigner ſhould tell your Lordſhip, 
that his Houſe in his own Country was not 
as the Houſes are in this Kingdom, would it 
not be very wonderful in your Lordſhip, to 
be able to demonſtrate its Length and Breadth, 
to tell how many Rooms there are on a Floor, 
and to deſcribe every Beauty and Convenience 
of the Structure, merely from having been told 
that it was not like the Houſes in this King- 
dom? But it would not be more wonderful, 
than to ſee your Lordſhip deſcribe the Na- 
ture of Chriſt's Kingdom, and explain every 
Circumſtance that concerns its Members, from 
having been told this Negative Circumſtance. 
Nor indeed is it much to be wondered, ſeeing 
you ſet out upon this bottom, if you give as 
falſe an Account of Chriſt's Kingdom, as you 
would do of an Houſe, that you only knew 
what it was not Dt: E541 


Again, you ſay, As the Church of Chrilt 


ig the Kingdom of Chriſt, he himſelf is Ning; 
and in this it is implyed that be is himpelf 
the fole Law-giver to his Subjects, and 
himſelf the fole Judge of their Behaviour 
in the Affairs of Conſcience and Salvation *. 
What a pretty fine-ſpun Conſequence is 
this, to be drawn from the above mentioned 
Text. Your Lordſhip here advances a mere 


human Speculation founded upon no other 


Authority, than the uncertain Signification 
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of the Words, King and Kingdom; you ſay 
it is in this implied that becauſe Chriſt ts 
King of his Kingdom, he is the fole Law-giver 
to his Subjects. Pray, my Lord, why is it 
in this implied? Do the Words, King and 
Kingdom always imply the ſame thing? Has 
a King in one Kingdom the ſame Powers, 
which every King hath in another Kingdom ? 
Has the King of England the ſame Power, 
which a King of France, or any Sove- 
reign hath in his Kingdom? Would it be a- 
ny reaſon why the King of England ſhould 
be ſole Law-giver to his Subjects, becauſe 
there are Kings who are ſole Law-givers to 
their Subjects? Now if the word, Ning, 
does not neceſſarily imply the ſame Power in 
every Kingdom, how can there be any Con- 
cluſion, that becauſe Chriſt js- King of his 
Kingdom, he is ſole Law-giver to his Subjects? 
Yet your Lordſhip's whole Argument is found- 
ed upon this weak and falſe bottom, that the 
word, King, is to be taken in one abſolute and 
fixed Senſe: For you expreſsly ſay, it is in 
this implied, that becauſe he is King, he is 
ſole Law-giver. Now it is impoſſible it ſhould 
be implied in this, unleſs the word, King, 
always implies the ſame Power : For if there 
be any Difference in the Conſtitutions of 
Kingdoms, though they all have Kings, then it 
is plain nothing certain as to the Nature and 
Condition of any Kingdom, can be drawn from 
its having a King. But your Lordſhip has 

deſcribed 
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deſcribed the Conſtitution of Chriſt's Kingdom, 
the Circumſtances of its Subjects, and in ſhort 
every thing that can concern it, as abſolute- 
ly, and with as much Certainty, from Chriſt's 
being King of it, as if the word, King, had 
but one Meaning, or every King the ſame 
Power. 

Again, you tell us; The groſſeſt Miſtakes 
in Judgment, about the Nature of ChrifÞs 
Kingdom or Church, have ariſen from 
hence, that Men have argued from other 
Viſible Societies, and other Vifible Kingdoms 
of this World, to what ought to be Viſible and 
Senſible in his Kingdom. | 

Is it thus, my Lord? Are all our groſs Er- 
rors owing to this way of Reaſoning ? How 
then comes your Lordſhip to fall into this 
groſſeſt of Errors? How come you to ſtate 
the very Nature of Chriſt's Kingdom from 
the Conſideration of Temporal Kingdoms, or 
Abſolute Monarchies? How come you to 
argue from the Relation between a King and 
his Kingdom, to what ought to be in Chriſt's 
ſpiritual Kingdom? Are not Kings and King- _ 


doms Temporal Inſtitutions ? Is not the Re- 


lation betwixt a King and his Kingdom a 
Temporal Relation ? How then can you argue 
from theſe Temporal Kingdoms, to any thing 
concerning Chriſt's Kingdom? Why will your 
Lordſhip fall into ſo groſs an Error, as to aſ- 


ſert that Chriſt muſt be ſole Law-giver to his 


Subjects, 


gument? Nay, are not all our Errors owing 
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Subjects, becauſe there are ſome Temporal 


Kings who are ſole Law-givers to their Sub- 
jects ? Is there any Conſequence in this Ar- 


to this miſtaken way of arguing ? 
The only way to know the Conſtitution 
of this Kingdom, is not to reaſon from what 
is implied in the Words King and Kingdom, 
for they do not imply any fixed, or. abſolute 
Senſe, but from the Laws and Inſtitutions 
of it, whether they admit of or require the 
Authority of under Magiſtrates. I hus, if it 
appears that Chriſt has commiſſioned others 
to act in his Name, to exerciſe Authority in 
his Kingdom, and govern his Subjects in 
ſuch a manner as he has commiſſioned them 
to govern ; Is it any Anſwer to this, to ſay, 
that he Church is a Kingdom, and Chriſt is 
a King, and conſequently ſole Law-giver in 
it? Is there nothing in this Text, What ſo- 
ever ye ſhall bind on Earth ſhall be bound 
in Heaven, &c. becauſe Chriſt is King of his 
Church ? 8 ; 
The whole Scheme of all your Doctrines 
is raiſed out of this ſingle Text, My Kingdom 
is not of this World ; which certainly im- 
plies no more, than if Chriſt had ſaid, I am 
not the Temporal King of the Jeus. Let 
us therefore fee how your Lordſhip's Do- 
ctrines appear, if we bring them to the 
Principle from whence you had them: As 


thus, 
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fs Bf thus, Jeſus is not the Temporal King of the 
eus, therefore there is no ſuch thing as 
- BK Church-Authority, no Obligation to join in 
any Mongo Communion. Jeſus is not 
the Temporal King of the Jews, therefore 
Abſolutions, Benedictions, and Excommuni- 
cations are Dreams and Trifles; therefore 
no Succeſſion or Order of Clergyis better than 
another. | DAKO” (6 
Jeſus is not the Temporal King of the 
Jews, therefore the Invi/ible Church is the 
only true Church in the Mouth of @ Chri+ 
tian; therefore Sincerity alone, excluſive of 
any particular Communion, is the only Title 
to God's Favour. Now if the Papiſts ſhould 
ſay, Jeſus is not the Temporal King of the 
Jews, therefore there is a Purgatory, there- 
tore we are to pray to Saints; they would 
ſhew as much true Logick and Divinity, as 
your Lordſhip has ſhewn in the Proof of 
your Doctrines from the above-mentioned 
Text. And I dare ſay, that every Reader of 
this Controverſy knows, that you have not 
es | pretended to any other Proof from the Scrip- 
mm | tures for your Doctrine, than what your O- 

1- | ratory could draw from this ſingle Text. 
Mm This therefore, I hope, every Reader will 
et | obſerve, that all which you have advanced a- 
o- || gainſt the Univerſally Received Doctrines of 
de Chriſtianity, is only an Harangue upon this 
\s | fingle Text, which every one's common Senſe 
is, will tell him, contains nothing in it that can 
| poſſibly 
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that his Kingdom was not of this World; 


any Church, nor any Significancy in the ſa- 


the whole Chriſtian Religion; and every o- 


- take its Meaning from this Paſſage ; if it be 


( 48 ) 
poſſibly determine the Cauſe, which you are 
engaged in. For who can imagine, that it is as 
well to be a ſincere Turk as a ſincere Chri- 
ftian, or that a ſincere Quaker is as much 
in the Favour of God as a fincere Church- 
man, becauſe our bleſſed Lord told Pilate, 


and that in ſuch a manner, and upon ſuch 
an occaſion, as only to imply that he was 
not that King which he enquired after? Who 
can conceive that there is no particular Or- 
der of the Clergy neceſſary, no Necſſiety of 
any particular Communion, no Authority in 


cerdotal Powers, for this reaſon, becauſe there 
is a Text in Scripture, which denies that 
Chrift was the Temporal King of the Jews. 
Your Lordſhip has ſaid much of the Plain- 
neſs and Simplicity of the Goſpel, and of its 
peculiar Fitneſs to be judged of, by the ordi- 
nary common Senſe of Mankind; you have 
alſo interpoſed in this Controverſy, to deli- 
ver them from the Authority of the Church, 
and turn them looſe to the Scriptures. But, 
my Lord, if this Text, My Kingdom is not 
of this World, which ſeems to common Senſe 
to contain only the Denial of a particular 
Queſtion, contains, - as you have pretended, 


ther ſeemingly plain Part of the Goſpel is to 


thus, my Lord, what can we conceive more 
myſte- 


; ( 49 ) 

myſterious than the Scripture ? Or more un- 
equal to the common, ordinary Senſe of 
RR 

For how ſhould it come into a plain honeſt 
Man's Head; that this Text, which is nothing 
but the Denial of a certain Queſtion, ſhould 
be the Key to all the reſt of Scripture ? How 
ſhould he know that the plaineſt Texts in 
Scripture were not to be underſtood in their 
apparent Meaning, but in ſome Senſe or o- 
ther given them from this Text? Thus, 
when it is ſaid, Go ye and diſciple all Na- 


tions; and lo I am with you to the end of 


the World : The firſt apparent Senſe of theſe 
Words is this, that as Chriſt promiſed to be 
with the Apoſtles in the Execution of their, 
Office, both as to Authority and Power, ſo 
he promiſes the ſame to their Succeſſors, the 
Biſhops, fince he could no otherwiſe be with 
them to the End of the World, than by be- 
ing with their Succeſſors. Now, my Lord, 
how ſhould an ordinary Thinker know that 
this plain Meaning of the Words was to be 
neglected, and that he was to go to the a- 
bove-mentioned Text, to learn to underſtand, 


or rather diſbelieve them ? For what is there 


in this Text,* My Kingdom is not of this 
World, to ſhew either that Chriſt did not au- 
thorize the Apaſtles to ordain Succeſſors, who 


ſhould have his Authority, or that the Biſhops . 


alone, are not ſuch Succeſſors? Is there any 


thing in this Text which can any way deter- 
332 E mine 
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(50) | 
mine the Nature, the Neceſſity, or the Sig- 
nificancy of ſuch a Succeſſion ? 

Again it is ſaid, that There is no other 
Name under Heaven given unto Men, where- 
by they may be ſaved but Jeſus Chrift. Now 
how ſhould a Man that has only common 
Senſe imagine, that he mult reject this plain 
Meaning of the Words, and believe that a 

fmcere Fark is as much in the Favour of God 
as a fincere Chriſtian, for this only reaſon, 
| becauſe Chrift's Kingdom is not of this 
World? It muſt not be common ordinary 
Senſe which can reaſon and difcover at this 
rate. 

Laſtly, it is faid, Whatſeever ye ſhall 
bind on Eartb, ſhall be bound in Heaven, &c. 
Now how ſhall any one that has only ſober 
Senſe find out, that there is nothing at all left 
in this Text, that it only gave ſomething or 
other to the Apoftles, but gives no Authority to 

any Perſons now, becauſe the Kingdom of = 
Chriſt is not of this World. 

Our Saviour told his Diſciples, that hey 
were not of this World, but is that an Ar- 
gument that they therefore became immedi- 
ately inviſible? Was neither St. Peter, nor 
St. Paul, &c. ever to be ſeen afterwards ? 
Why then muſt the Kingdom of Chriſt be- 
come immediately invifible, becauſe it is ſaid 
not to be of this World, any more than its 
firſt Members were Inviſible, who were alſs 
declared to be not of 4 World? 


Had 


. 

Had St. Peter or St. Paul no viſible Power 
and Authority over the Preſbyters and Dea- 
cons, becauſe fhey were not of this World? 
If they had, why may not fome Perſons have 
Authority over others in Chriſt's Kingdom, 
though #7 35 not of this World? l 

For our bleſſed Lord's ſaying that his Diſ- 
ciples were not of this World, does as ſtrict- 
ly prove that St. Peter and St. Paul had no 
diſtinct Powers from Preſbyters and Deacons, 
as his ſaying, that his Kingdom was not of 
this World, proves that there is no real or 
neceſſary Difference betwixt Biſhops and 
Preſbyters in his Kingdom. And it is as good 
Logick, to ſay the Diſciples of Chriſt were 
not of this World, therefore there was no 
Neceſſity, that ſome ſhould have been Apoſtles, 
and others Preſbyters, &c. as to ſay Chriſt's 
Kingdom is not of this World, therefore there 
is no Neceſſity that ſome ſhould be Biſhops 
and others Preſbyrers in it. ED. 

I have. been the more particular in exami- 
ning the Text to your Sermon, and bringing 
your Doctrines cloſe to it, that every Rea- 
der who has common Senſe, may be able to 
perceive that they have no more Relation to 
that Text from which you would be thought 
to have them, than if you had deduced them 
from the firſt Verſe in the firſt Chapter of 


And yet thus much every Reader muſt 
have obſerved, that K is your Explication = 
| | 2 | 


(52) 


| this Text alone, which has led you to con- 


| demn all that Authority, to cenſure all thoſe 
Inſtitutions as Dreams and Trifles, which the 
holy Scriptures, and the firſt and pureſt Ages 

| of Chriſtianity, have taught us to eſteem as 
| ſacred in themſelves, being ordained by God 
1 and of the greateſt Benefit to us, being means 
of obtaining his Grace, and Favour. | 

Thus far concerning the Nature of Chriſt's 

Church, 0 


Of Church Authority. 


MMM Come now to confider what your 
& 1 Lordſhip has delivered upon the Ar- 
NN ticle of Church Authority, as it is 
| ' inveſted in the Governours of the 
| Church. And here I have little elſe to do, 
| but to clear it from thoſe falſe Characters, 
under which you have been pleaſed to de- 
| 
| 
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{ſcribe it. x 
Thus you begin; If there be an Authori- 

ty in any to judge, cenſure, or puniſh the 

Servants of another Maſter, in Matters © 
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purely relating to Conſcience and eternal 
1 Saluation; then Chriſt has left behind Judges 
BY over the Conſciences and Religion of his Peo- 
ple; then the Conſciences and Religion of bis 
F People are ſubject to them whom he has left 
| *, Judges 
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Judges over them ; and then there is a 
git in ſome Chriſtians to determine the 
Religion and Conſciences f others. And 
what is more, if the Deciſions of any Men 
can be made to concern or affett the State of 
Chriſt's Subjefts with regard to the Favour 
of God, then the Salvation of ſome Chri- 
ſtians depends upon the Sentence paſſed by 
others *. | 
Here is the Sum of what you have ad- 
vanced from Reaſon and the Nature of the 
Thing againſt the Authority of Church Go- 
vernours ; which you would have paſs for a 
ſtrict Proof, that if they have any Authority in 
Matters purely relating to Conſcience derived 
to them from Chriſt, that then their Autho- 
rity can damn or ſave at pleaſure. 

But, my Lord, in this ſame ſtri# way of 
Reaſoning, and by only uſing your own 
Words, I will as plainly prove that a Father 
hath not Authority even to ſend his Children 
of an Errand, | 

For, If the Chriſtian Region authoriſes 

« a Father to judge the Servants of another 

„ Maſter in Matters purely relating to Mo- 

c fin, then Chriſt has left behind him 

Judges over the Motion of his People, 

then the Motion of his People is ſubjeaed 

* to them whom he has left Judges over it; 

c and then there is a Right in ſome Chriſtians 
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ce to determine the Motion of others. And 
« what is more, if the Determinations of 
e any Men can concern or affect the State 
of Chriſt's Subjects with regard to Motion, 
te then the Lives of ſome Chriſtians depend 
«© upon the Determination paſſed by others; 
te becauſe they may determine them to move 
« from the top of a Precipice to the bottoms. 

Here, my Lord, I freely leaye it to the 
Judgment of common Senſe, whether J have 
not in your own Words proved it as abſurd 
and unreaſonable, that a Father ſhould: have 
any Power over his Son, fo as to ſend him 
of an Errand, as to allow the Church to 
have Authority in Matters of Conſcience and 
Salvation ; and the Conſequence, according 
to your Argument, is equally dreadful in both 
Caſes ; For it is as plain that if Fathers have 
Authority in Matters of Motion, then they 
may move their Sons to the bottom of a Pre- 
cipice; as that if the Church hath Authority 
in Matters of Salvation, then it may ſave 
or damn at pleaſuce; and it is as well proved, 


that Fathers have no Authority in Matters of 


Motion, beauſe they have no Authority to 
command their Children to deſtroy themſelves, 
as that the Church hath no Authority in 
Matters of Conſcience and Salvation, becauſe 
they have not an Authority to damm People 
for ever: For there is the ſame room for 
Degrees in the Authority of the Church, 


of 


/ 


/ 
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of Parents; and it is as juſtly concluded 
that Parents have no Authority in Matters 
of any particular Nature, becauſe they have 
not unlimited Authority in things of that 


particular Nature, as that the Church hath 
no Authority ia Matters of Conſcience and 
Salvation, becauſe it has not an abſolute un- 
hmited Authority in theſe Matters. | 
| Yet this is the whole of your Argument 
againſt Church Authority, that it cannot re- 
late to Matters of Conſcience and Salvation, 
becauſe an Authority in theſe Matters, is an 
abſolute Authority over the Souls of others; 
which is juſt as true, as if any one ſhould de- 
clare that a Father hath no Authority in 
Matters purely relating to the Body of his 
Son, becauſe an Authority in theſe Matters, 
is an abſolute Authority to diſpoſe of his Bo- 
dy as he pleaſes. 
Suppoſe it ſhould be ſaid, that a Father 
bath Authority over his Son in Civil Affairs; 
Will it be an Argument that he has no ſuch 
Authority, becauſe he has not all, or an un- 
limited Authority in Civil Affairs? Will it 
be an Argument that he has no Authority in 
fuch Matters, becauſe his Son it net wholly 
and entirely ſubjected to him in ſuch Matters? 
Has a Father no Right to chuſe an Employ- 
ment for his Son, or govern him in ſeveral 
things of a Civil Nature, becauſe he cannot 
oblige him to reſign his Title to his Eſtate, or 
take from him the Benefit of the Laws of the 


Land? E 4 It 
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If he has an Authority in theſe Matters, 
though not all, why cannot the Governours 
of the Church have an Authority in Matters 
of Conſcience, thou gh they have not a/l, or an 
unlimited Authority in Matters of Conſcience? 
How does it follow that they have no ſuch 


Authority, becauſe Chriſtians are not wholly 
and abſolutely ſubjected to them in "orb 
Matters? Why can there not be Bounds to 
an Authority in Matters of Conſcience, as 
well as Bounds to an Authority in Civil Af 


fairs? And if a Father may have Autho- 


rity over his Son in Civil Afairs, though that 
Authority is limited by the Laws of the Land, 
and the ſuperior Authority of the Civil Ma- 
8iſtrate ; why may not the Church have an 

Authority in Matters of Conſcience and Sal- 
vation, though that Authority is limited by 
the Scriptures, and the ſupreme Authority 
of God? 

He therefore who concludes the Church 
hath no Authority in Matters of Salvation, 
becauſe it cannot abſolutely fave or damn 
People, reaſons as ſtrify, as he who con- 
cludes a Perſon has no Autherity in Civil Af 


fairs, becauſe he cannot grant or take away 
Civil Privileges of the higheſt Nature. 


What therefore your Lordſhip has thus Jo- 


gically advanced againſt the Authority of the 


Church, concludes with the ſame Force a- 
gainſt all Authority in the World. For if the 


Churcl hath no e in Matters of Con- 


ſcience, 


(6 


ſcience, for this demonſtrati ve Reaſon, be- 
cauſe it hath not an unlimited Authority in 
Matters of Conſcience; then it is alſo de- 
monſtrated that no Perſons have any Autho- 
rity in any particular Matters, becauſe they 
have not an abſolute unbounded 3 in 
thoſe particular Matters. 

As thus; A Prince hath no Aubarity - to 

oblige his Subjects to make War againſt ſuch 
a People, - becauſe he hath not an unlimited 
Authority to oblige his Subjects to fight where, 
and when, and with whom he pleaſes. 
A Father hath no Authority over the Per- 
ns or Affairs of his Children, becauſe he 
cannot diſpoſe of the Perſons and Affairs of 
his Children in what manner he will. 

Maſters have no Authority to command 
the Aſiſtance of their Servants, becauſe they 
cannot oblige them to afi/t in a Rebellion or 
Robbery, h 

Thus are all theſe particular Authorities, - 
as plainly confuted by your Argument, as 
the Authority of the Church is confuted 
by it. ; 
| "But now, my Lord, have neither Maſters, 
nor Fathers, nor Princes, any Authority in 
theſe particular Matters, becauſe they have 
no Authority to command at any rate, or as 
they pleaſe in theſe Matters? If they have, 
why may not the Governours of the Church 
have an Authority in Matters of Conſcience, 
thou gh they cannot oblige Conſcience at any 


rate, 


( 58) 
rate, of as. they pleaſe? Why may not they 
have an Authority in Matters of Salvation, 
though they have not Power abſolutely to 
damn or ſave ? | 
Your Lordſhip would therefore have done 
as much Jaſtice to Truth, and as much Ser- 
vice to the World, if, inſtead of calling Chri- 
ſtians from the Authority of the Churcb, you 
had publickly declared that neither Maſters, 
nor Fathers, nor Princes, have, Properly 
Speaking, any real Authority over their re- 
ſpective Servants, Sons, and Subjects, and that 
becauſe they are none of them to be obeyed 
but in ſuch and ſuch Circumſtances, and upon 
certain ſuppoſed Conditions. For you have 
plainly declared there is no Authority in the 
Church, that it has no Power of obliging, 
becauſe we are only to obey upon Terms and 
certain ſuppoſed Conditions. If therefore this 
conditional Obedience proves that there is, 
properly ſpeaking, no Authority in the Charch, 
then that conditional Obedience of Servants, 
Sons, and Subjects, proves that neither their 
Maſters, Fathers, or Princes, have any Au- 
thofity properly ſpeakrng. . 
Vou fay; J there be a Power in ſome ſ 
OVER others in Matters of Religion, ſo 
as to determine theſe others ; then all Com- 
munions are upon an equal foot, with. 
out any regard to any intrinſick Goodnefs ; 
or whether they be right or wrong ; tben 
no Religion is in itſelf. preferable to ano; 


ther, 


— 


2 

ber, but all are alile with refpeff to the 
ot of GS“ | 

Now, my Lord, all this might, with as 
much Truth, be ſaid of any other Authority, 
as of Church Authority. - 

As thus; © If there be a Power in the 
Prince, or in hne over others in Matters 
© of War and Fighting, fo as to determine 
* thoſe others; then all Wars and Fightings 
are upon an equal foot, without any re- 
* gard to any intrinfick Goodneſs ; or whe- 
ther they be right or wrong; then no 
* Wars or Fightings are in themſelves pre- 


n ferable to others, but all are alike with re» 


e I ſpect to the Favour of God, 
And now, my Lord, what muſt we fa 


2, Here? Has the Prince no R:ght or Power to 
id Frommand his Subjects to wage War with 
us uch a People? Or if he has this Power over 
is, hem, does this make a/l Wars alike ? Does 
h, his Authority leave nothing to the Juſice 


or Equity of Wars, but make all Wars ex- 
ay the ſame with regard to the Favour of 
od ? 

Does this Authority of the Prince make 
all Engagements equally lawful to the Subject 
hat engages by his Authority ? Is he neither 


God 


ore or leſs in the Favour of God, for whats 


God that under ſuch Authority he ſhould 


Authority of the Prince over his Soldiers in 


all Authority in Religion, becauſe Perſons may 
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make War upon the Innocent, plunder and 
ravage the Fatherleſs and Widows, as engage 
in the Cauſe of Equity and Honour ? 

Now, my Lord, if all Wars are not alike 
to the Perſons who are concerned in them, as 
to the Favour of God; if there can be apy 
Caſes ſuppoſed, where it is not only /awfu, 
but honourable and glorious for Soldiers to 
diſobey the Orders of their Prince ; then it 
is paſt doubt, that Soldiers may and ought to 
have ſome regard to the Nature and Juſtice 
of the Orders they have from their Prince. 

But we have your Lordſhip's Aſſurance, 
that if they may have any regard to the Nature 
and Juſtice of their Orders, then there is an 
end of all Authority, and an end of all 
Power of one Man over another in ſuch 
Matters. 

So that you have as plainly confuted all 
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Matters purely Military, as you have con- 
futed all Authority of the Church in Matters 
purely of Conſcience. For it is plain to eve- 
ry Underſtanding, that if there is an, end of 


have ſome regard to the intrinſict Goodneſs 
of things *, thit therefore there is an end of 
all Regal Authority over Soldiers, if Sol- 
diers may have any regard to the Na- 
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Id Hure and Juſtice of their Military Or- 
d ders. 
ge Your Argument againſt Church Authority 
conſiſts of two Parts; the firſt Part is ta- 
ken from the Nature of Authority, and pro- 
ceeds thus: F there be an Authority in 
Matters of Conſcience, it muſt be an abſo- 
lute Authority over Conſcience, ſo as to be 
obeyed in all its Commands of what kind ſoever ; 
which is as falſe as if it were ſaid, that if a 
Father hath Authority over the Perſon of his 
Son, then he hath an abſolute Authority to 
do what he will with his Perſon ; or if he 
hath Authority over his Son in Civil Afarrs, 
then he hath an abſolute unlimited Authority 
in the Civil Afﬀarrs of his Son. 

The other Part of your Argument, is ta- 
ken from the Nature of Ob, ence, and pro- 
eeds in this manner: F Perſons may Rove: 
ome regard to the intrinſick Goodneſs of 
things in Religion, then there is an end of 
all Authority in Matters of Religion ; which 
is as falſe as to ſay, that if a Soldier may 
e have ſome regard to the Nature and Juſlice 
of Hof the Military Orders of his Prince, then 
ay Wthere is an end of all Authority of the Prince 
over his Soldiers in Military Affairs; or if a 
Servant may have ſome regard to the Law- 
ulneſs of the Commands of his Maſter, then 
ere is an end of all Authority of Maſters 
over their Servants as to ſuch Matters. 


ire 8 | do 


So that if there be any ſuch thing as Au- 
thority either in Maſters, or Fathers, or 
Princes, then beth Parts of your Argument 
are confuted ; for none of theſe have any o- 
ther than a /mited Authority, nor do their 
reſpective Servants, Sons, or Subjetts, owe 
them any other active Obedience, but ſuch 
as is conditional. Wi 
Now if it can be any way proved that G 
bedience. to our Meflers, Parents, and 
Princes is a very great Duty, and Diſc 
bedience a very great Sin; though they cannot 
oblige us to act againſt the Laws of Gad, a 
the ET of our Country ; then it will fol- 
low that Obedience to our Spiritual Gover 
vours may be a very great Duty, and Diſo- 
bedience a very great Sin; though they cannot 
oblige us to ſubmit. to their {ful or wilaw 
ful Commands. CY HI 
And if common Reaſon, the Laus of God 
and our Country be ſufficient to direct ut 
where to fop in our active Obedience t 
our Maſters, Fathers, or Princes, though the 
have Authority from God to demand our Q 
bedience ; the fame Guides will with the 
fame Certarnty teach us where to top in qui 
Obedience: to the Authority of the Church 
though that. Authority be ſet over. us by Got 
himſelf, 5 by 
| _ Though this might be thought ſufficient t 

ſhew the Weaknets of your Arguments a 

gainſt the Authority of the Church, yet 


ſha 
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ſhall beg leave to examine them a little far- 

ther in another manner. | 5 
You ſay the Authority which you deny, 
is only an Authority in Matters relating 
eit N purely to Conſcience and eternal Salvuati- 
wel on, an Authority whoſe Laws and Decifions 
ich ect the State of Chriſt's Subjects with re- 
gard to the Favour of God; and the reaſon 
of your denying it is this, that if this Au- 


nd thority, or Laws, or Deciſions of Men can 
concern or affect the. State of Chriſt's Sul- 


ell with regard to the. Favour of Gad, 
then the eternal Salvation of fome Cbriſti- 
io depends upon the Sentence paſſed by. o- 
f *, . ' | 

In order to lay open the Weakneſs of this 
Reaſoning, I ſhall ſtate the Meaning of the 
Propoſitions of which it conſiſts. _ 

And, firſt, I ſuppoſe an Authority may be 
properly ſaid to affect the Stats of People 
with regard to the Favour of God, when 
Mtheir Obedience to ſuch an Authority pro- 
cures his Favour, and their Contempt of it 
taiſes his deſpleaſure ; and I believe that this 
Mis not only a proper Senſe, but the only pro- 
ver Senſe; which the Words are capable of. 
It is certainly true that the Authority of 
Jour bleſſed Saviour, was an Authority whic 
rffefted the State of the Jews with regard 
to the Favour of God; but yet it no other- 


Sth. ca. —— 
_ ET OT OI SIO OO OO OT OOO OR” — 5 W i. At. Ah. Sd _— — A * 4 r * 


wile - 


8 

wiſe affected their State, than as their Obe- 
dience to his Authority was pleaſing to God, 
and their Difobedience to it, the Cauſe of his 
farther Diſpleaſure. This is the only way in 
which the Authority of Chriſt affected the 
State of People with regard to the Favour of 
God; and therefore is the only manner in 
which any other Authority can be ſuppoſed to 
affect Perſons with gre to the Favour of 
God. 
Secondly ; Any Thi ngs or Matters may 
be properly ſaid to relit to Conſcience and 
eternal Salvation, when the Obſervance of 
them is a Means of obtaing Salvation, and 
the Neglect of them, an Hindrance to our 
Salvation. Thus Baptiſm and the Supper of 
the Lord, are Matters relating to Conſcrence 
and eternal Salvation, but then they are on- 
ly fo, tor this reaſon, becauſe the partaking 
of theſe Sacraments, is a Means of obtaining 
Salvation, and the Refuſal of them, is an 
Hindrance of our Salvation. He therefore 
who hath Authority in ſuch things, as by 
our obſerving of them we promote our Sal- 
vation, and by our neglecting of them, we 
hinder our Salvation, he has in the utmoſt 
Propriety of the Words, an Authority in Mat- 
ters of Conſcience and Salvation. 

Hence it appears that it is not liar or 
appropriate to the Authority of the Church 
alone, to relate to Matters of Arad ee. and 
eternal Salvation, but equally belongs to every 


other 


. 
other Authority which can be called the Or- 
dinance of God. 
Now all lawful Authority, whether of Ma- 


ſters, Fathers, or Princes, is the Ordinance 


of God, and the reſpective Duties of their 
Servants, Children, and Subjects, are as tru- 
ly Matters of Conſcience and eternal Salva- 
tion, as their Obſervance-of any Part of the 
Chriſtian Religion is a Matter of Conſcience 
and eternal Salvation: And it is not more 
their Duty to receive the Sacrament, or wor- 
ſhip God in any particular manner, than to 
obey their reſpective Governours ; nor does 


it more concern or affect their State with re- 


gard to the Favour of God, whether they 
negle& thoſe Duties which particularly re- 
gard his Service, or thoſe Duties which they 
owe to their proper Governours. Sa that 
Conſcience and eternal Salvation are equally con- 
cerned in hct Caſes. 

For things may as well be Matters of Con- 


ference and eternal Salvation, though they 


are of a Civil or Secular Nature, as the - 
tive Inſtitutions of Chriſt are Matters of Con- 


ference and Salvation. 


For Baptiſm has no more of Religion in 
its own Nature, nor has of ztfelf any more 
concern with our Salvation, than any Action 
that is merely Secular or Civil. But as Bap- 
tilm by Inſtitution becomes our Duty, and 
ſo is a Matter of Conſcience and Salvation; ſo 


| a Actions merely Secular and Indi ifferent, 


* are 
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are by a Lawful Authority made our Duty, 
they are as truly Matters of Conſcience and 
Salvation, as any Parts of Religion. 
The Difference betwixt a Spiritual and 
| Temporal Authority does not conſiſt in this, 
that one relates to Matters of Conſcience and 
Salvation, and concerns and affects our State 
with regard to the Favour of God, and the 
other does not; but the Differance is this, 
that one prefides over us in things relating to 
Religion and the Service of God, the other 
preſides over us in things relating to Civil 
Life ; and as our Salvation depends as cer- 
tainly upon our Behaviour in things relating 
to Gi Life, as in things relating to the 
Service of God, it follows that they are both 
equally Matters of Conſcience and Salvation : 
And as the Temporal Authority is the Ordi- 
nance of God, to which we are to ſub- 
mit, not only for Wrath, but alſo for 
Conſcience ſake, it undeniably follows, that 
this Temporal Authority as truly concerns 
and affects our State with regard to the Fa- 
vour of God, as any Authority in Matters 
purely relating to Religion. For ſuch an Au- 
thority could in 20 other Senſe affect our 
State with regard to the Favour of God, than 
by our Obedience or Diſobedience to it ; but 
our State with regard to the Favour of God 
is as truly affected by our Obedience, or Diſ- 
o bedience to our Lawful Sovereign, as by our 


2 or — any Duty in the 
World; 


Co) 


World; and conſequently the T; emporal Au- 
thority as truly affects our State with regard 
to the Favour of God, as any Authority in 
Matters of Religion. 

Seeing therefore, by an Authority in Mat- 
ters of Conſcience and Salvation, by an Au- 
thority which can affect our State with re- 
gard to the Favour of God, nothing more is 
implied, than an Authority to which our O- 
bedience is a Duty, and our Difobedience 
a Sin, which is the Caſe of every Lawful Au- 
thority ; it plainly appears, that all thoſe 
frightful Conſequences, thoſe Dangers to the 
Souls of Men which you have charged upon 
ſuch Church Authority, are as truly chargeable 
upon Maſters, Fathers, and Princes, and 
make their ſeveral Authorities as dangerous 
Powers over the Salvation of others, as the 
Authority of the Church. 

Thus, when your Demonſtration proceeds 
in this manner; there be an Autbority in 
ſome over others in Matters purely relating 
to Conſcience and Salvation, then the Sat- 
vation of ſome People will depend upon - 
. others, Which, if we ſet it in a true Light, 

ought to proceed thus; If tbere be an Au- 
thority in Matters of Religion, t which our 
Obedience is a Duty, and our Diſobedience 4 


Sin, then the Salvation of ſome People depends 
upon others. 


But, my Lord, what a Sagacity muſt he 
have AG care ſee this diſmal Conſequence ? 
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Who can ſee that Maſters, Fathers, and 


Princes, have a Power over the Souls of o- 
thers either to damn or ſave them, becauſe 


Obedience to their Authority is a Duty, and 


Diſobedience a Sin? 

Your Lordſhip cannot. here ſay, that ar 
Authority in Matters purely relating to 
Cenſcience and eternal Salvation, is not ex- 
preſſed high enough, by being deſcribed as an 
Authority to which our Obedience is a Du- 
ty, and our Diſobedience a Sin. For, my 
Lord, no Authority, however concerned in 
things of the greateſt Importance in Religion 
and Salvation, can poſſibly be an Authority 
of an higher Nature, than that Authority to 
which cur Obedience is a Duly, and our 
Diſcbedience a Sin. It was in this Senſe a- 
lone, that the Authority of our Saviour him- 
ſelf afefed the State of the Jews with re- 
gard to the Favour of God; his Authority 
was of an high and concerning Nature to 
them only for this Reaſon, becauſe their Obe- 
dience to it was their Duty, and their Diſo- 


bedience their Sin. 


If we now conſider this Authority in the 
Church, in this true Manner in which it ought 
to be conſidered, your Lordſhip's Argument 
againſt it, either proves a deal too much, or 
nothing at all. | 

Fhus, if the Conſequence be juſt, that if 
it be Sin to diſobey the Church, then the 
Church hath a Power of damning us; then 

2 TR 


\ 
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it is as good a Conſequence in regard to o- 
ther Authority; as thus, I 7s a Sin to diſ- 
obey our Parents, therefore our Parents 
have a Power of damning us; it is a Sin to 
diſobey- our Prince, therefore our Prince has 
a Power of damning us. Theſe Conſequences 
are evidently. as ;u/? and true, as that other 
drawn from Church Authority; ſo that all 
thoſe diſmal Charges which you have fixed 
upon Church Authority, are as falſe Accounts 
of it, as if you had aſſerted that every Fa- 
ther, or Maſter, or Prince, who demands 
Obedience from his Child, Servant, or Sub- 
ject, in point of Duty, or by declaring that 
their Diſobedience is a Sin, does thereby 
prove himſelf to be a Pope, and to have the 
Souls of others at his Diſpoſal. For it is out 
of all doubt, that if the Governours of the 
Church by demanding Obedience to them in 
point of Duty, or by declaring Diſobedience 
to be Sin, do thereby aſſert the Claims of 
Popery, and aſſume a Power to diſpoſe of the 
Souls of the People; that any other Autho- 
rity which requires this Obedience as a Du- 
ty of Conſcience, and forbids Diſobedience as 
Sin, does thereby claim the Authority of the 
Pope, and pretend to a Power over the Souls 

of others”: | 
So that if your Lordſhip has deſtroyed 
Church Authority, which pretends Obedience 
to be a Duty, as a Popiſh Claim; you have 
alſo as certainly deſtroyed every other Au- 
F 3 thority 


- 
— — 
_—— + — 


r —— 
_ pe — ä—ñ—— — * 
—— 
— — — — — — 
= —_ — my 
— — — — 2 = - —— 
—— — — 
— — — 1 


— — 


«(7 o 


. thority which A. Obedience as a Duty, 


as being equally a Popiſb Preſumption. 
Whenever therefore you ſhall pleaſe to call 


away Servants, Children, or Subjects from 
their reſpective Maſters, Fathers, and Princes, 


you have as many Demonſtrations ready to 
prove them all Papiſis, if they will ſtick by 
their Obedience to them as a Duty of Conſci- 
ence, and to prove their Governours all Popes, 
if they declare their Diſobedience to be Sin, as 
you have to prove Church Authority to be 
a Popiſh Claim. And ] mult beg leave to af- 
firm, that they are as much mitled who fol- 
low your Lordſhip againſt the Authority of 
the Church, as if they ſhould foliow you in 
the ſame Argument againſt owning any Au- 
thority of their Parents and Princes. 

The Intent of all this is only to ſhew, that 
though there is an Authority in the Church, to 
which our Obedience is a Duty and our Diſ- 
obedience a Sin (which is as high an Autho- 
rity as can be claimed) yet this Authori 
implies no more a frightful Power of diſpo- 


ſing of our Souls, than any other Lawful Au- 


5 which it is a Si to diſobey, implies 
ſuch a Power. 


For where is the Danger to our Souls? 
How is our Salvation made ſubject to the 


- Pleaſure of our Church Governours, becauſe 


God has appointed them to direct us in the 
manner of worſhipping him, and to preſide 
ver things relating to Religion, and made it 


g TOY our 


ww wi 


. 

our Duty to obey them? How does this 
imply a dangerous Power over our Salvation? 
If we ſin againſt this Authority, we endanger 
our Salvation as we do by neglecting any 
other Ordinance of God; and our Damnation 
is no more affected by any Power in the 
Perſons, whom we may be damned for diſ- 
obeying, than a Perſon that is damned for kil- 
ling his Father, is damned by any Power of 
his Father's. | x 

Neither is it in the Power of the Gover- 
nours in the Church, though they have Au- 
thority in Matters of Salvation, to make our 
Salvation any more difficult to us, than if they 
had no ſuch Authority. 

For all their Injunctions muſt be either 
Lawful, or Unlawful ; if they are Lawful, 
then by our Obedience to an Ordinance of 
God, we recommend our ſelves to-the Favour 
of God; and ſure there is no harm in this 
Authority thus far. And if their Commands 
are Unlawful, then by our not obeying 
them, we ſtill pleaſe God, in chuſing rather 
to obey him than Men, where both cannot be 
obeyed. And where, my Lord, is the Ter- 
ror of this Authority ſo much complained of? 
How does this make our Salvation lie at the 
Mercy of our Church Governours ? We are 
ſtill as truly ſaved or damned by our own Be- 
haviour, as though they had no ſuch Authority 
over us; and though we may make their Au- 
thority the Occaſion of our Damnation, by 

Xt r our 
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our rebelling againſt it, yet it is only in ſuch 
a manner as any one may make Baptiſm, or 
the Supper ol the Lord, the Occaſion of his 
Damnanon, by a prophane Refuſal of them. 
UD pon the whole of this Matter, it appears, 
Firſt; that when the Authority of the Church 
is ſaid to be an Authority in Matters of Con- 
ſcience and Salvation, or an Authority which 
concerns and effetts our State with regard ta 
the Favour of God ; that this is the only true 
Meaning of tnoſe Propoſitions, VIS, an Au- 
thority in Matters of Religion, to which Obe- 
dience is a Duty, and Diſebedience a Sin. 

Secondly, That this Authority to which 
we are bus cbl:ged, is as conſiſtent with our 
working out our own Salvation, and no more 
puts our Sculs into the Diſpoſal of ſuch Au- 
thority, then our Salvation is at the Mercy of 
our Parents and Princes, becauſe to obey 
their Authority is a great Duty, and to diſ- 
obey it, a great Sin. 

Your Lordſhip has yet another Argument 
againſt Church Authority, taken from the Na- 
ture of our Reformation, which it ſeems can- 
not be defended, if there was then this Church 
Authority we have been pleading for. 

Thus you ſay; If there be a Church Au- 
thority, 1 2 to know, how can the Reforma- 
lion ATT be En ef 
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* Anſw. to Repr. p. 117. 
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My Lord, I cannot but wonder this ſhould 
be a Difficulty with your Lordſhip, who has 
writ ſo famous a Treatiſe to inform People, 
bow they not only may, but ought in point of 
Duty to get rid of a real Authority; I mean 
in your Defence of Reſiſtance. 

I ſuppoſe it is taken for granted, that James 
the Second was King of Eng/and, that he had 
a Regal Authority. over all the People of Eng- 
land, and that they all of what Station ſo- 
ever were his Subjects; yet granting this 
Regal Authority in him, and this State of 
Subjettion in all the People of England, 
your Lordſhip knows how to ſet aſide that 
Government, and ſet up another Govern- 
ment ; and even to make it our Duty as Men 
and Proteſtants to ſet up another Govern- 
ment, | | 

Now fince you know how to get rid of 
this Authority in fo Chriſtian and Proteſtaut 
a manner, one cannot but wonder how you 
ſhould be at a loſs to juſtify the Reformation, 
without ſuppoſing that the Church at hat 
time had no Authority. NG 

For did you ever juſtify the Revolution, 
becauſe James the Second had no Kingly Au- 
thority, or that the People of England were 
not his Subjects? Nay, did you not defend 
it upon the quite contrary Suppoſition, that 
though James the Second had a Regal Autho- 
rity, though all the People of England were his 
Subjefls, and had ſwore to be his Faithful 
RS Subjects, 


( 74 ) 
Subjects, yet in ſpight of all theſe Conſidera- 
tions, did you not aſſert that they not only 
might, but ought to ſet him aſide and chuſe 
another Governour in his ſtead ? . 
And yet after all this, you know not how 
to defend the Reformation, it is a perfectly 
loſt Cauſe, and not a word to be ſaid for it, 
unleſs we ſuppoſe' that there was no Autho- 
rity in the Church when we reformed from it. 
Surely, if your Lordſhip loved to defend the 
Reformation, as well as you loved to defend 
the Revolution, you would not have ſo many 
Reaſons for one, and none for the other. 


For ſuppoſing an Authority in the Church, 


will not Tyranny, Breach of Fundamentals, 
and unlawful Terms of Communion, defend 
our Departure from a real Authority in the 
Church, as well as any Grievances or Op- 
preſſions will defend our leaving a real Au— 
thority in the State ? | 

What a prtiful Advocate, what a Be- 
trayer of the Rights of the People would 
you reckon him, who ſhould ſay, F there 
was any Regal Authority in James the Se- 
cond, if the People of England were bis Sub- 
jets; J beg to know, how'can the Revolution 
itſelf be juſtified ? 

Yet juſt ſuch an Advocate are you, juſt 
ſuch a Betrayer of the Reformation, you 
cannot defend it, it has no bottom to ſtand 
upon; and if there was any Authority in the 
Church before the Reformation, you beg 10 


know, 


5 
know, how the Reformation ilſelf can be 
juſtified 7 | 5 

My Lord, I do not urge this to ſhew either 
that the Revolution and Reformation are e- 
qually juſtifiable, or that they both are to be 
juſtified upon the ſame Reaſons ; but to ſhew 
that your Lordſhip from your own Princi- 
ples, needed not to have wanted as good Rea- 
ſons for the Reformation, as you have pro- 
duced for the Revolution, even ſuppoſing the 
Church of Rome had as real an Authority o- 
ver us as James the Second had, and that we 
were as truly in a State of Subjection to that 
Church before the Reformation, as we were 
in a State of Subjection to that King before 
the Revolution. Y 
Again, you proceed thus; For there was 
then (at the Time of the Reformation) 4 


with all ſuch- ſpiritual Authority, as is of the 
Eſence of the Church. There was therefore a 
Church Authority 70 oblige Chriſtians; and a 
„Power in ſome over others. What was it there- 
re to which we owe this very Church of 
England“? | 
? Now, my Lord, I hope you will grant, 
that Juſt at the Time of the Revolution, 
there was then a King, veſted with all ſuch 
Civil Authority as is of the Eſſence of a 
% King. There was therefore a Regal Au- 
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e thority to oblige the People of England, 


« and a Power in one over others. What 
«© was it therefore to which we owe this very 
« Revolution in England? N 20 

I ſuppoſe you will ſay that we owe it, not 
to any Want of Authority in the late King 
James, but to his Abuſe of his Authority: 
Why therefore is it not as eaſy to account 
for the Reformation, not from the Want, but 
the Abuſe of Authority in the Church of 
Rome? Is it an Argument that the People of 
England were no Subjects, under no Go- 
verninent, nor had any Ning, becauſe they 
would no longer ſubmit to the Oppreſſion, 
and Grievances of a late Reign, but aſſerted 
their Liberties and appealed to the Conditi- 
ons of the Original Contract? 

If not, why is it an Argument that the 
Church had no Authorrty, becauſe ſome Years 
ago the People of England would no longer 
ſubmit to the Corruptions, and unlawful In- 
junctions of the Church of Rome, but appealed 
to the Scriptures, and the Practice 'of the 
firlt and pureſt Ages of Chriſtianity ? 

If your Lordſhip was ſo entirely conſiſtent 
with your ſelf as you tell us you are; if you 
never purſued an Argument farther than the 
plain Reaſon of it led you ; how is it poſſible 
that you, who have ſo ſtrenuouſly defended 
the Reſiſtance of People againit a Legal King“, 


. 
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(for ſo you expreſsly call him) ſhould declare 
that our Separation from the Church of Rome 
cannot be 7u/lified, without ſuppoſing that 
the Church of Rome had never any Authority 
over us ? bY er x 

For ſuppoſing that Church had been really 
our Sovereign in Affairs of Religion, is it not 
ſtrange that you, who have aſſerted that our 
preſent Settlement 1s owing entirely to the 
taking up Arms, and adhering to ſuch as 
were in Arms againſt their Sovereign *, ſhould 
yet declare that our oppoſing the Church of 
Rome; cannot be juſtified but by ſuppoſing, 
that ſhe never had any Sovereignty over us? 

Is it not yet ſtranger, that you, who have 
defended the Revolution by comparing it to 
the Reformation, ſhould yet declare that the 
Reformation cannot be juſtified without ſup- 
poling that the Church of England was un- 
der no Authority of the Church of Rome ? 

For, my Lord, if the Church of England 
had not been under the Authority of the 
Church of Rome, how could our oppo/ing 
that Church be compared to the ing 
of King James? How could our Separation 
from that Church be a Defence of our with- 
drawing our Allegiance from King James, 
without ſuppoſing that the Church before that 
Separation, had as Real and Legal Authority 
as that King had before the Revolution: 


* 


5 id. p. 366. | 
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Your Words are theſe; Why ſhould that 
(i. e. Reſiſtance) be abſolutely and entirely 
condemned, as a damnable Sin, any more than 
Church Separation, by which we got rid of 
the Tyranny of Rome ? And again, All Church 
Reformation, ig not . Church Deſtruction ; 
Why therefore muſt all Reſiſtance be called 
Rebellion *? ee 

Now is it not very ſtrange, my Lord, that 
after this, you ſhould aſſert that the Church 
had no Authority before the Reformation ; 
and that if it had any Authority, then our Se- 
paration from it cannot be juſizfied? Is not 
this very ſtrange, after you had uſed it as an 
Argument to juſtify the withdrawing of our 
Allegiance from King James the Second ? 

For let us ſuppoſe with you, that there was 
no Church Authority at the time of the Re- 
formation, and then fee how excellent an Ar- 
gument you have found out in Defence of the 
Revolution, which, upon this Suppoſition, 
muſt proceed in this manner. Are 

The Church of England might ſeparate 
from the Church of Rome, who had no Au- 

thority over her ; therefore the People of 
England might reſiſt their Legal King, who 
had a Regal Authority over them. Again, 
The Clergy of England, who were no Sub- 
jects of the Church of Rome; might ſeparate 
from that Church ; therefore the People of 
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England, who were Subjects to King James 
the Second, might withdraw their Allegiance 
from him, 

Thus abſurd is your Argument made, by 
ſuppoſing that the Church had not as real 
and rightful an Authority before the Refor- 
nation, as James the Second had before the 
Revolution. 

Farther ; Let us ſuppoſe with your Lord- 
ſhip, that / there was a real Authority in 
the Church at the time f the Reformation, 
then the Reformation has no bottom, but is 
altogether unjuſtifiable ; let us ſuppoſe that 
this Doctrine is true, and then ſee how. con- 
ffiently you have argued upon this Suppo- 
ſition. 

You, ſay the Reformation cannot be juſti- 
fied; it has no bo7fom to ſtand upon, if the 
Church of Rome had a real Authority; yet 
this Oppoſition; which is ſo entirely wrmg, 
econ an Oppoſition to Authority, is brought 

y you as a parallel Caſe to prove that the 

"Bol againſt the Authority of King 
James was entirely 71ght. This Reforma- 
tion, which if it was brought about againſt 
any Church Authority, is ſaid to be for that 
ery. Reaſen without any bottom,” and to 
have no Foundation, is uſed by your Lord- 
ſhip to point out the rue Bottom agd firm 
oundation of the Revolution. 

And here let all the World judge, Sdn 
Reaſon and Religion alone can induce any 
One 


— 
o 


'5 1 
one to maintain the Truth, the Juſtice, the 
Honour, the Chriſtianity of the Revolution, 
as founded upon Reſiſtance to a Legal King; 
and yet condemn at the ſame time the Refor- 
mation, as having neither Reaſon,. nor Truth, 
nor Juſtice to ſupport it, as founded upon a 
Departure from a real Authority in the Church 
of Rome. For Reaſon and Religion do as 
plainly give leave to depart from the High 
Authority in the Church, when the Laws of 
God cannot be obſerved without departing 
from it, as in any other Caſe; and there is no 
more Neceſſity of ſuppoſing or proving that 
there was no rightful Authority in the Church, 
to juſtify our departing from it, than it is ne- 
cCeſſary to prove ſuch a Perſon not to be my 
| Father, or to have no Authority over rhe, in 
order to juſtify my diſobeying his unlawful 
Commands. 7 
Again, your Lordſhip is farther at a loſs a- 
bout the Reformation; which cannot poſſibly 
be juſtified, if afterwards, an Authority in 
Matters of Conſcience and Salvation, be till 
claimed. | 
Thus you ſay; Nor can I ever under- 
1.3 ſland, upon this bottom (viz. the claiming 
=_ ſuch Authority) vt it was that could move 
1 or juſtify thoſe, who broke off from the Ty- 
1 ranny of the Church of Rome; unleſs it be 
48 | | Sufficient to ſay, that it was only that Power 
4 might change Hands *. | 
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Here your Lordſhip cannot conceive any 


thing more unjuſtifiable than the Reforma- 


tion, if Church Authority is ſtill to be kept 
up; nor can you upon this Claim aſſign any 
other Pretence for reforming, but only that 
Power might change Hands. | | 

Did your Lordſhip then never hear of the 
Juſtice of removing one Authority, and ſet- 
ting up another? Can you think of no Caſe, 
where Equity, Honour, and Duty, called upon 
a People to reſſt one Power, and yet make 
another to ſucceed ? 

Now if this Practice can be equitable and 
honourable, and is afferted to be ſo by your 
Lordſhip, can it be conceived, that Reaſon a- 
fone ſhould induce you to load the Reforma- 


tion with ſo much Guilt and Iyuſtice, to 


condemn it as ſo groundleſs an Undertaking ; 
becauſe though it ſet aſide the Tyrannical Au- 
thority of the Church of Rome, yet it aſſert- 
ed a true Church Authority, and made Obe- 


dience to it neceſſary to obtain the Favour of 


God. 
Suppoſe ſome Friend to the Revolution, 
after hearing that the Prince of Orange was 


proclaimed King, and a Regal Authority ſet 


up, ſhould then have ſaid in your Lordſhip's 


Words, I can. never underſtand, upon this 
bottom, hat if was that could move or ju- 
flify thoſe, who broke off from the Tyranny 
of the late King James ; unleſs it was ſuf- 
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ficient to ſay, that it was only that Power 
might change Hands. 

I appeal to your Lordſhip, whether any 
thing could be more extravagant and ſenſe- 
leſt, than ſuch a Declaration as this from a 
Friend to the Revolution. | 

And I as W to the common Senſe 
of every one, Whether your own Declaration 

expreſſed in the ſame Words with regard to 
the Reformation, ſets you out to any better 
Advantage in relation to that, 

For it is full as good Senſe to fay, where 
is the Fufttce of the Revolution, or what 
Foundation has it in the Reaſon» of Things, 
if there is ſtill a King to be acknowledged, 
and a Regal Authority to be fubmitted to ? as 
to call out for the Juſtice, and Equity, and 
Reaſon of the Reformation, if there is ſtill a 
Church Authority which we are obliged to 
obey. And it is as certainly the Shame and 
Reproach and Injuftice of the Revolution, that 
a Government and Regal Authority is ftill 
maintained, as it is the Shame, and Reproach, 

and Injyſtice of the Reformation, that a Church 
Authorty is ſtill aſſerted. 

And there was no more Neceſſity in the 
Nature or Reaſon of the Thing, that the Re- 
formation ſhould diſown all Authority pro- 
perly ſo called, in Matters of Religion, than 
that the Revolution ſhould have rejected all 
Authority properly ſo called in Civil Afairs. 

| Neither 
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Neither does the Refor mation any more con- 
tradict itſelf, or undermine its own Founda- 
tion, and give the Papiſts an Adyantage o- 
ver jt, by claiming and aſſerting a Church 
Authority, than the Revolution contradicted 
itſelf, or conſpired its own Ruin, by ſetting. 
up a King, and maintaining a Government in 
-the State. And it had 6+ juſt as wiſe, as 
_ prudent, and politick Management, if the 
Revolution had ſet up no F. ooo but 
left every Man to himſelf in Civi/ Afairs, in 
order bg have prevented the Return of the 
late King James; as if the Reformation had 
maintained no Church Authority, but left e- 

very Perſon's Religion to himſelf, in order to 
keep out Popery. And it is juſt as much 
Matter of Joy and Triumph to the Paprfis, 

to ſee this Authority aſſerted in the Church 
of England, as it was Matter of Joy to the 
late King James, to find that a Regal Autho- 
rity was —— up againſt him. 

But to go on; your Argument, when put 
in form, will in this manner. 
The Church of England departed from 
the Authority of the Church of Rome, there- 
fare we may 185 depart from any Church 
83 And again 5 _ at 5 — 

ully ſeparated from the mumon 

of the Gau of Rome, therefore we may 
as lawfully ſeparate from any particular 
Cammunio 
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And now, my Lord, can any Argument 
be more trifling, or draw more abſurd Con- 
ſequences after it, than this? And yet, ab- 
ſurd as it is, it is one of your beſt, and which 
you ſeem to take great Delight in: Thus 
are we told in almoſt every Page, that if 
we will ſtand by the Reaſon and Juſtice of 
the Reformation, we mult give up all Autbo- 
rity in Matters of Religion; and not pre- 
tend to a Neceflity of being of any particu- 
lar Church, if we would juſtify our leaving 
the Romiſh Church. | 

Put pray, = Lord, you have told us, that 
the People of England of all Stations did 
lawfully and honourably, &c. reſiſt the late 
King James; but does it therefore follow, 
that they may as /awfully and honourably re- 
fiſt King George ? If not, how does it follow, 
that becauſe we might juſtiy ſeparate from 
the Church of Rome, therefore others may as 
juſtly ſeparate from the Church of England? 

Is it inconſiſtent with the Principles of the 
Revolution to declare Men Rebels, becauſe it 
was founded (as you affirm) upon Reſiſtance ? 
If not, why mult it be inconſiſtent with the 
Principles of the Church of England, to de- 
clare any People Schiſmaticks, becauſe ſhe ſe- 
parated from the Church of Rome? Now if you 
will ſay that all who take Arms at any time 
againſt any King, are juſtified by thoſe, who 
took Arms againſt the late King James; 
then you would have ſome Pretence to make 

our 
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our Separation from the Church of Rome a 
Juſtification of every other Separation in the 
World. But ſince you cannot ſay this, but 
have pretended to demonſtrate the contrary, 
that though ſometimes Re/iſtance is not Rebel-. 
lion, yet ſometimes Reſiſtance certainly is 
Rebellion, you are particularly hard to the 
Reformation, to make it either unjuſtifiable 
in itſelf, or elſe to be a Juſtification of every 
other pretended Reformation. /. | 

But however, as hard as you are upon the 
Reformation in this Place, making it, conſi- 
dered as a Separation, a Defence of all other 
Separations from the Church of England; 
yet you your ſelf, to ſhew your equal. regard 
to both ſides of a Contradiction, have aſſert- 
ed the contrary, and declared that as all Re- 
Jijtance is not Rebellion, ſo neither is all Se 
paration Schiſm. 

Now, I ſuppoſe, —— ona chat all Re- 
ſiſtance is not Rebellion, it is certainly im- 
plied that ſome Reſt ance may be Rebellion ; 
and likewiſe by declaring, in the ſame man- 
ner all Separation not to be 722 it muſt 


as neceſſarily be implied that ſome Separa- 
tion may be Schiſm,.. Here therefore you 
plainly teach us, that ſome Separation may 
be Schiſm, and ſome Separation may not be 
Schiſm ;,, yet your , preſent... Argument 1s 
founded upon the contrary F that 
either all Separations are Lawful, or nope 
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are Lateful; for it is the conſtant Complaint 
in every Chapter of yotir Book, that the 
Church of England ſhould affett any Necef- 
ſity or Obligation upott others of conforming 
to her, wheti the her (elf denied the Neceſſi- 
ty of her conforming to the Church of Rome. 
So that the Laufulneſ ot Fuſtice of her Sepa- 
tion from Ronie, is urged to ſhew the equal 
Lawfulneſs and Fuſtite of all Separations 
from the Church of England; which Argu- 
ment is plainly founded upon this Propoſition, 
that all Separations from atiy Churches, are 
either equally Lauful, or equally Unlateful. 
Which is directly contrary to this other Pro- 
poſition; that ſome Separation may be Schi/m, 
and ſome Separation may not be Schi. 
Which Contradiction is juſt as palpable, as if 
you had ſaid, all Reſiſtance is not the Sin of 
Rebellion; yet all Reſiſtance is either equal- 
ly lawful, or equally unlawful. vg 

But to go on, Tow ſay that ll Reſiſtance 
is not Rebellion, and for a Proof of it, ſay, 
that all Church Separation is not Schifm ; 
which plainly implies, that there is ar leaſi 
4s much Difference betwixt ſome Separation: 
from different Churches, as there is betwixt 
ſome armed Reſiſtances againſt different Kings. 
Now if, according to your Lordſhip, there is 
as much Difference betwixt Reſiſtaices, as 
there is betwixt an Action that is a Duty, 
and an Action that is a Sin, and you have 
5: \ 84 . __ . * . proved 
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proved this Difference, by comparing thoſe 
Rehſtances to different ſorts of Separations, 
then it will neceſſarily follow that there may 
be, nay muſt be, as much Difference betwixt 
one Separation and another Separation, as 
there is betwixt one Action that is a Duty, 
and another Action that is a Sin. This be- 
ing the true State of the Caſe, your Lordſhip's 
Argument in Defence of the Separati/ts, ta- 
ken from our Separation from the Church of 
Rome, will ſtand thus. ö 

We ſeparated from the Church of Nome, 
becauſe ſuch Separation was our Duty, thete- 
fore the Fanatics may ſeparate from the 
Church of Exgland, though ſuch Separation is 


a Sin: Which is as rational an Argument, as 


if it ſhould be ſaid, ſuch a one killed a Man 
lawfully, therefore any one elſe may kill a 
Man unlawfully, For if ſome Separation 


may be a Duty, and {ome Separation a Sin, 
it is as falſe and ridiculous to infer, that if 


aur Separation is juſt, it juſtifies a// other Seq 
parations; as to conclude, that becauſe we 


may do our Duty, others may tranſgreſs their 
Duty. For there is manifeſtly, and from 
your own Acknowledgment, this great Diffe- 
rence between one Separation and another Se- 


ens that one Separation in ſuch Circum- 


ances, will no more juſtify a Separation in 


other Circumſtances, than the Lawfulneſs of 

killing a Man in ſome Caſes, will prove it 

lawful to kill a Man in all other Caſeg. 
e Now 


| 
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Now if your Lordſhip has any Demonſtra- 
tions ready, to ſhow that Reſiſtance in ſome 
Circumſtances is a Chriſtian Duty, and Reſiſt - + 
ance in ſome other Circumſtances is a dam 
nable Sin; and that it may be as great a Sin 
to reſiſt ſome Princes, as it is a Duty to re- 
ſiſt others; if you can help us to any plain 
Rule, any certain Signs to know an honeſt: 
Chriſtian Re/i/ter, from a Reſſſter who is 4 
Rebel and in danger of Damnation; I hope 
there may be found as plain Rules to ſhew- 
us who ſeparates /21ofully, and who ſeparates 
unlawfully from any particular Church. If 
you can give any Reaſons why the late King 
James might be reſiſted then, and yet ſhow 
it a Sin to reſiſt King George ' now, it is 
ſomething ſirange- that you cannot find any 
Reaſons, why it was our Duty to ſeparate 
from the Church of Rome then, and yet ſhow 
it a Sin to pe from the Church of * ev 


land now. . re 
For I would pro at leaſt, that there is W 
as much Difference between ſeparating from 5 


the Church of England and ſeparating from 

the Church of Rome, as there is betwixt Re- 

fiſtance againſt a good King, and Reſiſtance 

- againſt a Tyrannical Oppreſſor; and if there 

be this Difference, then you muſt allow, that 

it is as falſe to argue from the Lawfulneſs of 

ſeparating from one Church, to the Lawful-- 

neſs of ſeparating from the other, as it would 

be to argue, that becauſe oppreſſive Tyrants 
may 
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ay be reſiſted, therefore juſt and good Kings 
may be reſiſted. I — been the longer in 
xamining this Doctrine, in this particular 
iew in relation to Reſiſtance, that it may be. 
ſcen with how much Truth you ſay, you 
have recommended ſuch Principles as ſerve to 
eſtabliſh the Intereſt of our common Country. 
nd our common Chriſtianity, of. human. Society 
nd true Religion, upon one uniform, eg: 
and conſiſtent Foundation “. 

For it is evident that theſe Principles, if 
put in Practice, directly tend to the utter 
Ruin of our common Country, and our com- 
mon Chriſtianity ; for J have ſhewn that all 
he Arguments which you have advanced 
againſt Church Authority, if they have any 
Force, conclude with the ſame Force againſt 
all forts of Authority in the World. 

I ſhall now proceed to a moſt remarkable 
evaſive Denial of every thing you have faid 
relating to Church f from you's own 


Mouth. 
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A Remarkable Euaſum of your Lord. 
ſhip s in relation to Church Authority. 


FEXRKH E Learned Committee charged 
* T * your Lordſhip with denying all Au- 
r bority to the Church, and leaving 


it without any Authority to judge, 


cenſure, or puniſh Offenders in the Afairs of 


Conſcience and eternal Salvation. To 1up- 
port this Charge, they quoted theſe Word 
of your Sermon; Chriſt is ſole Law-giver to 
his Subjects, and himſelf ſole Judge of their 
Behaviour in the Affairs of Conſcience and Sal- 
vation; in theſe Points he hath left behind him 
no viſible human Authority. _ 
Now how is it that your Lordſhip has 
cleared your ſelf from this Charge? Why 
truly by declaring, that by a Penial of «ll 
Church Authority, you only meant to deny 
to the Governours of the Church a Power of 
paſſing the #rreverſible Sentence, or that 
Chriſt has left no viſible Authority here to 
judge People at the laſt Day. When you 
talked ſo much of Church Authority in Mat- 
ters of Religion, and of an Authority left be- 
hind, it was very reaſonable to think that 
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you was ſpeaking of an Authority which re- 
lated to the Church in this World. -But it 
ſeems, all you have denied in relation to 
Church Authority, is only this, that any one 
but Chriſt ſhall paſs the irreverfible Sentence, 
or judge us at the laſt Day. 185 | 
For you ſay ; As Chriſt is to paſs the ir- 
reverſible Sentence, thus he is judge alone. 
And what I affirm of him, I deny of others 
in the ſame Senſe in which I affirm it of 
bim: And in no other Senſe can 1 be ſup- 
poſed to deny it, becauſe it anſwers no Pur- 
boſe ®, | As. 
Therefore when you ſay no Men have any 
Authority in Affairs of Religion and Conſci- 
ence, you only ſay that no Men have Autho- 
rity to paſs the irreverſible Sentence at the 
laſt Day. For you declare that thus it is that 
Chriſt alone is Judge, and you only deny that 
of others, which you affirm of him, and con- 
ſequently the only Authority which you de- 
ny them, is that of judging the World at the 
laſt Day. | ad. bo 
| ge ! my Lord, that after ſo many ela- 
borate Pages for eccleſiaſtical Liberty, ſo ma- 
ny — received for your ſucceſsful 
Attacks upon Church Authority; that after 
all, you ſhould declare, that. you have not 
ſo much as touched upon Church Authority, 
but have only been labouring to \ demonſtrate 
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that the Judgment of the laſt Day i 15 commuted 
to Chriſt alone. 

Chriſt, you ſay, is in no other Senſe Judge 
of the Bellows our of Chriſtians in theſe Points, 
than as their Condition muſt and will be deter- 
mined by bis Sentence: And when T deny this 
of Men, I do not, I cannot, mean to deny this 
of them in any other Senſe, but that in which 
I affirm it of Cbrit s. 

do that when you in plain Words (evi to 
deny all Authority in the Church, as by ſay- 
ing, that "Chr: alone ts Fudge of the Beba- 
viour of Chriſtians, in Matters of Religion, 
and that he left behind him 10 uiſible human 
Authority in theſe Points; and ſuch like 
Phraſes, as ſeem to ordinary Underftandings 


to deny all Rule and Authority in the Church; 


you — 2 mean, that ns one but Chriſt is 
to paſs the Sentence at the laſt Day. Ibis is 
the Key your Lordſhip has given us to your 
Writings, ' which indeed gives them quite 
another Face, and makes them ſuch a'Courle 
of Amuſements, as exceeds all which haye 
yet been ſeen in that kind; as will oppo 
from the following Particulars. f 
Thus when you fay, that in the 22 
of Conſcience and Salvation, Chriſt' hath 10. 
no vifible human Authority behind bim. The 
Meaning is this, that Chriſt hath left m 
body We bin in this World, to Kats th 
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irreverſible Sentence in the next World, i. e. 
hath left no one to do that here, which can- 
not be done till hereafter. This is the ſub- 
limeft Senſe which this Paſſage is capable of, 
from your own Conſtruction. 

Again, you ſay, the Church of Chrift is 
the Number of Perſons who are fi — 
and willingly Subjects to bim as their Law- 
giver and Judge 7, which according to this 
new Key, is to be thus underſtood; The 
Church of Chriſt is the Number of Perſens 
who will fincerely and willingly ſubmit to 
the Sentence of Chriſt at the laſt Day. For 
you ſay, we are to ſubmit to him as our 
Judge; and you expreſsly ſay, he is in no 
other - Senſe judge of the Behaviour of Chri- 


ſtians, than as he is to paſs the 7rrever/ible 


Sentence ; therefore if we are to be willingly 
and ſincerely ſubje& to him as Judge, our 
Obedience or Subjection to him as Judge, can 
be no otherwiſe expreſſed, than by our Sub- 
miſſion to his Sentence then pronounced. 

So that this Definition comes at laſt to ſig- 

nify a Number of Perſons, who ſincerely and 
willingly ſubmit, ſome to be ſaved, and ſome 
to .be damned at the laſt Day ; for this will 
be the Effect of Chriſt's Sentence as Judge. 

This is as ſound Divinity, as if I ſhould 
define the Church of Chriſt, to be a Number 
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of Perſons, 1oho ſincerely and willingly ſubmi;, 
fame to live, and ſome to die. 11 25 
Again, you ſay, that your Dofrines re. 
lating to the Authority of the Church, i; 
the very Foundation on which the Church 9 

England fands; and that they are Jo nece/. 
fery for its continuance, that without they 
it is impoſſible to defend it's Cauſe againſt th 
Roman Catlolicts. 

Now your Doctrine concerning Church 

Authority, you have over and over declared 
to be only this, that Chriſt alone ſhall judge 
the World at the Iaſt Day. For you expres 
ly fay, that you deny the Church an Authc 
rity of judging in zo other Senſe, than in the 
Senſe in which you affirm it of Chriſt. 

Now, my Lord, how comes this Doctrine 
to be the Support of the Church of England 
How can it poſſibly have any relation to the 
Merits of the Cauſe? Does it follow that the 
Pope had no Legal Authority in England 
that Tranſubſtenttation is falſe, that Purge 
tory is a groundleſs Fiction, and Prayer: 
to Saints are unlawful, becauſe Chriſt alu 
hall judge the World ? This is what you 
have affirmed of Chriſt, this is all which you 
have denied of Men; and this Doctrine 
- Neems about Church Authority, as you arc 

Pleaſed to call it, is the only Support of the 
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A Roman Catholick tells me that Trenſub- 
fantiation is true; I anſwer him no, that 


no Order of Men fhall judge us at the laſt 
Day; Chriſt alone ſhould do it. Could any 
thing be more extravagant, or more forei 
to the Purpoſe, than ſuch an Anſwer as this 
to a Roman Catholick? And yet, according 
to your Account of the Matter, this is the 
rh only Anſwer which can be defended. For 
rediffl you have denied zo Authortty to the Church, 
a but that which peculiarly belongs to Chriſt 
as Fudge at the loſt Day; and yet you ſay 
that your Doctrine relating to Church Au- 
thority, is the very Foundation and Support 
of the Reformation. 
rin Now if this Doctrine be our only Defence 
1d! againſt the Church of Rome, and what alone 
the ſupports us againſt that Church, then the 
the Preſbyterians, the Independents, Ryakers, and 
all forts of Fanatics, who own this Doc- 
JW trine, that Chriſt alone ſhall paſs the laſt 
Sentence, are by it as well defended againſt 
the Church of England, as the is againſt 
the Church of Nome; ſo that it makes us 
as much wrong in regard to the Dz/enters, 
as it makes us right in regard to the Papiſts; 
and though it ſhould give us Vichory over the 
Papiſts, yet it makes us fall a Conqueſt to 
ol the Fanatics. For it is certainly as proper 
for a Quaker to y to the Church ve 
Re land, that his Reformation is juſtified * 
; 0 


cannot be, and that for this reaſon, becauſe - 
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Sentence at the laſt Day. To what Pur 


judge the World. Does this any way pro 
that there is no human Authority in th 


is this? Chriſt alone ſhall judge the World 
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the Authority of the Church of England, be. 
cauſe Chriſt alone ſhall judge'the World at the 
laft Day; as for the Church of England ti 
make that Anſwer to the Church of Rome. 

Vour Lordſhip ſays, for you to deny 
Church Authority in any other Senſe, an 
fevers no Purpoſe. Pray, my Lord, wha 
Purpoſe does this manner of denying. an 
ſwer? Here is a Diſpute about Church Au 
thority, and the Powers of Eccleſiaſtical Go 
vernours : Your Lordſhip interpoſes, and de 
clares that no Men ſhall paſs the irreverhibl 


poſe, my Lord, is this Declaration? Doe 
it ſtrike any Light into the Controverſy, c 
any way point out the Merits of the Cauſe! 
Does this inform us whether there is any ſuc 
thing as Church Authority, or where it | 
ſeated? If two Families were trying the 
Title to the ſame Eſtate, and the Judg 
ſhould pretend to determine the Matter, b 
faying. that God alone is ſole Proprietor | 
all Things, it would be as much to the Pur 
poſe, as to tell us in the Controverſy abou 
Church Authority, that Chriſt alone ſh 
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Church, or that Chriſtians are no way co 
cerned with it? What an excellent Argume 


therefore no Men have any Authority in Re 
ligion, therefore it can no way affect ye 
„ Wit 
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with regatd to the Favour of God, whether 
you ſubmit or not, to ſuch human Autho- 
rity ? 
Whether your Lordſhip is 995851 upon this 
Method of explaining your ſelf, by any other 
Motives than thoſe of Sincerity and Convi- 


; ction, is what I ſhall not preſume to ſay ; but 
: I believe, if a Perſon ſhould be called to ac- 
| count for ſaying the Ning had no Right to 
create Peers, and ſhould afterwards defend 
ehimſelf, by ſaying that he only meant he 


bl could not create in that Senſe, in which 
God alone could create; I am apt to think 
ſuch a Defence would be no great Recom- 
mendation of his Sincerity. But, my Lord, 
it would be as proper and as ingenuous for 
a Perſon ſo accuſed to make ſuch a Defence, 
or rather ſuch an Eſcape, as for your Lord- 
ſhip, after the moſt expreſs repeated Denials 
of all Church Authority, to declare that you 
only meant to exclude it from paſſing the 
irrevenſible Sentence at the laſt Day. And 
the Nature of Church Authority is as much 
ſettled and determined by this Declaration, as 
the King's Power in his Kingdom, as to the 
Creation of Peers, is declared by ſaying that 
Cod alone can create. | 
For is it any Argument that no Pei ſons have 
any particular Authority to baptize others, to 
admit to the holy Sacrament, and exclude un- 
worthy Perſons from it, becauſe they are not 
to judge the World at the laſt Day? Isit a 
| H Proof 
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Proof that Biſhops have no Authority to or- 
dain, to confirm; no Commiſſion from God 
to take care of Religious Matters, and ſee 
that all Things in the Divine Service be done 
decently and in order, becauſe Chriſt alone is 
to paſs Judgment upon all at the laſt Day? 
Does it follow that Men are under no Church 
Authority, but may chuſe any Government, 


or no Government as they pleaſe, becauſe 


Chriſt alone ſhall call the World to Judgment? 
There is as much Logick in ſaying that Jeſus 
Chriſt ſuffered under Pontius Plate, there- 
fore Biſhops have no more Authority than 
Lay-men ; as to ſay they have no Authority 
in Religious Affairs, becauſe Chriſt is to judge 
the World. 

Yet you fay this was the only proper 
Senfe in which you could be ſuppoſed to de- 
ny it. Now, my Lord, I ſhould have thought 
it had been more to the Purpoſe, to have 


denied Church Authority in ſome ſuch Senſe, 


as it had been falſely claimed by ſome body 
or other, that it might have been ſaid that 
you had an Adverſary ſome where or other. 
But in this Matter, you have not ſo much as 
an Adverſary in this World; for no one pre- 
tends to be Judge, as Chriſt is Judge, or ſeth 
up the Authority of the Church in Oppoſi- 
tion to the laſt Tribunal; yet this is the on- 
ly manner of Judging, the only ſort of Au- 
thority, which you ſay you have denied to 
others; therefore you have only denied that 

which 
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which was never claimed ; you have only de- 
nied, that which no more relates to Church 
Authority, than it relates to Church Mufic. 
The Pope himſelf neither pretends to paſs 
Sentence at the laſt Day, nor that his Judg- 
ments here will have any Effect in the next 
World, but conditionally, that is, Clave non 
errante. Now this is not a Senſe in which 
Chriſt alone is Judge, therefore it is not a 
Senſe in which you have denied it to others. 
So that notwithſtanding this long elaborate 
Treatiſe againſt Church Tyranny and Popiſh 
Claims, Popery itſelf is as ſafe and ſound as 
ever it was. For you have denied this Power 
of Judging in mo other Senſe, than as you 
have affirmed it of Chriſt, as he is to paſs the 
laſt zrrever/ible Sentence at the Day of Judg- 
ment; but the Pope does not claim it in 
that Senſe, therefore the Papal Power is 
untouched by your Lordſhip. 

Here I muſt obſerve, how your Lordſhip 
has evaded the great Points in Diſpute, both 
concerning the Nature of the Church, and 
Church Authority. When you was charged 
with deſcribing the Church contrary to Scrip- 
ture and the Article in the Church of Eng- 
land; your Anfwer was, that you had only 
deſcribed the Invihble Church; which was 
ſaying in other Words, that in a Diſpute a- 
mongſt Viſible Churches, and about Church- 
Communion, you deſcribed a Church which 
had no relation tothe Matter, nor ever can have 
H 2 to 
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to any Diſpute amongſt Chriſtians. This, my 
Lord, to ſpeak tenderly of it, may be called 
only an Evaſion. | 

Again, as to Church Authority, your Lord- 
ſhip has been charged with denying it all, and 
leaving it no right to judge or cenſure in the 
Affairs of Conſcience. Your Anſwer is this, 
that you have only denied that Chriſt has left 
any Men here to judge us at the laſt Day. 
That is, in a Controverſy about the Exiſlence 
ot Church Authority, the Extent and Obli- 
gation of its Laws, you have only denied 
ſuch an Authority as no body claims, nor e- 
ver will be executed, till 4 Viſible Churches, 
and Diſputes about them, will be at an end, 
vg. at the Day of Judgment. 

This, my Lord, is another Evaſion, and 


that in the very chief Point in Diſpute, where 


Sincerity ſhould have obliged you to have been 
open, clear, and expreſs. But no ſooner are 
you touched upon this Point, but you fly in- 
to the Clouds, and the very Diffenters them- 
{elves loſe ſight of you. 

Thus when you had plainly ſaid, that Chri/ 
hath left behind him no viſible human Au- 
thority in the Affairs of Conſcience, the Diſ- 
ſenters might juſtly think they had nothing, 
to be charged with for their Diſobedience to 
Biſhops ; they might well think that they 
were left to any Government, or no Govern- 
ment in Religion, as they pleaſed, ſince Chriſt 
had left u v:/ible human Authority; but then 

how 


E 

how muſt they be aſtoniſhed, my Lord, to 
find that your Aſſertion about Church Autho- 
rity, does not at all relate to the Church in 7015 
World, but to the Exercile of a certain Au- 
thority in the next World, after all Churches 
on the Earth are at an end ? To find that you 
have denied no Authority to any Men, but 
that which peculiarly belongs to Chriſt at 
the laſt Day ? That is, that you denied no 
Authority which ever was claimed either by 
Proteſtant or Popiſh Churches, or indeed 
which relates to the Church in this World ? 

Suppoſe, when his Majeſty was laſt at 
Hanover, any one ſhould have aſſerted, that 
the Regency had no Authority in Civil Mat- 
ters; would the Regency have thought it a- 
ny Excuſe, if he had ſaid that he only meant 
they were not the Governours of Hanover ? 
Yet, my Lord, it would be as proper an A- 
pology for him who had denied the Power 
of the Regency in Great Britain, to ſay he 
only meant they had not the ſupreme Power 
in Hanover, as for your Lordſhip, after a 
Denial of all Viſible Church Authority in this 
World, to ſay you only denied an Authority 
to paſs the irreverſible Sentence in the next 
World. EB 

Thus has your Lordſhip left the Diſpute, 
and only pretended to deny that which no 
body ever claimed, viz. that any Men have 
Authority to judge the World in Chriſt's flead, 
or paſs the irreverſible Sentence at the laſt Day. 
825 H 3 Your 
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Your Lordſhip is here apprehenſive, that 


you ſhall be charged with fighting without an 
Adverſary, and therefore you point out ſe- 
veral, and ſay, I meant it againſt thoſe, who 
are 2 very free in declaring others of Chriſt's 
Subjects out of God's Favour ; and in obliging 
Almi ghty God, to execute the Sentences of 
Men. ? 

There has been indeed, my Lord, a Num- 
ber of Men, ever fince Chriſtianity appeared 
in the World, who have been very free in 
declaring Heretics and Schiſmatics out of 
God's Favour, and who have maintained that 
theſe Heretics and Schiſmatics, when cen- 
ſured by the Church, cannot be received into 
God's Favour, but by their ſubmitting to, and 
returning to the Church. But now, if your 
Lordſhip means your Doctrine againſt theſe, 
you are ſtill without an Adverſary, and might 
as well mean it againſt no Body ; for chele 
Men never pretended to judge others in 
Chriſt's flead, or to erect an Ecclefiaſtical 
Authority in Oppoſition to the Great Tribu- 
nal, which 1s the only Authority you pretend 
to den 

Your go on? Ive had not ſuch among/t 
Proteſtants ; yet it might be pardonable to 
guard our People againſti the Preſumptions 
of the Roman Catholicks; who aſſume to 
them elves that Power of Judgment, wWhi cb 
Chrift aione can | Dave, 


Surely 


— 
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Surely your Lordſhip muſt have ſo great 
an Averſion to Popery, that you never could 
ſo much as look into their Books; for other- 
wiſe I cannot conceive how you ſhould not 
know, that the Roman Catholicks pretended to 
no Power of Judging ſo as to affect People, 
but upon certain Conditions, as Clave non er- 
. rante ; but I ſuppoſe this is not a Power of 
Judging which belongs to our Saviour ; Clave 
non errante has no Place in his Judgments. 
How then can your Lordſhip charge the Pa- 
piſis with aſſuming his Power, when that 
which they aſſume, cannot be aſcribed to him 
without Blaſphemy? So that, my Lord, it 
is juſt as pardonable to guard your Peo- 
ple againſt theſe Preſumptions, as it is to a- 
larm them with falſe and imaginary Dan- 
ers. 

, Again you ſay; But how lately is it, 
that we have had People terrified with this 
very Preſumption, even by Proteſtants ; and 
the Terms of Chureh Power, and the ſpiri- 
tual fatal Effects of Church Cenſures, made 
uſe of to frighten Men into a ſeparate Com- 
munion? 5 : 

My Lord, I ſhall not here enter into the 
Merits of that Controverſy, which your Lord- 
ſhip here points at; it being the Doctrine it 
ſelf which your Lordſhip blames, and not the 
Miſapplication of it. Thus you cenſure them, 
not becauſe they would draw People from a 
true Church to a falſe one, but becauſe they 
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pretend to frighten Men out of one Commu- 


nion into another. This is your Lordſhip's 


heavy Charge againſt them, that they ſhould | 


preſume to talk of the Differences of Com- 
munions, and prefer one Communion to ano- 
ther. So that whoever thinks any way of 
Worſhip to be dangerous, and endeavours to 
withdraw People from it, is here cenſure by 
your Lordſhip, as pretending to judge in 
Chriſt's ſtead, and ſetting up an Authority in 
Oppoſition to the laſt Day. 

Your Lordſhip faith, it is with this very 
Preſumption (viz. that they can paſs the ir- 
reverſible Sentence) that theſe Men have en- 
deavoured to frighten People into a ſeparate 
Communion. If I ſhould ſay, that it is upon 
Preſumption that Chriſt never appeared in the 
World, that your Lordſhip has delivered your 
late Doctii ines, I ſhould freely ſubmit to the 


Charge of Calumny; and I am ſure your 


Lordthip has ventured as far, in ſaying that it 
was with this very Preſumption that theſe 
Men delivered ſuch Doctrines. And your 
Lordſhip has as much reaſon to charge them 
with Atheiſm, as with this very E 


tion; tor they no more preſume 7o judge in 


Chrife s ſtead, or paſs the irreverſible Sen- 
tence, than they preſume there is no God. 
Vour Lordſhip has full, it ſeems, ano- 
ther Adverſay, a late Writer (the Dean 
of Chicheſter) who has ſpoken unwarily of 
the Efes of the / 4 ac Puniſtments, 
y the 


— 


- a — ww” a A. * 1 2 mn 


( 105 ) 


the Church inflidts, being generally fu- 
| ſpended till the Offender comes into the other 
World *. 

This firſt Cenſure is very modeſt, carrying 
it no farther than an unwary Expreſſion ; but 
preſently the Charge advances; and, you 
ſay, if it be thus, you confeſs you think the 
| Condition of Chriſtians much worſe than the 
Condition in whico St. Paul deſcribes the 
| Heathens, who are left to their own Conſciences 
| and the righteous Judgment of God. So that 
| at laſt it comes to this, that the Dean has 
taught ſuch Doctrine, as makes it more deſir- 
able to be a Heathen than a Chri/tian. 

Let us therefore try how this Charge is 
| ſupported : The Dean has ſaid, the Effects 


of ſpiritual Pumſhments are generally ſu- 


Jpended till the Offender comes into another 
World +; therefore, ſays your Lordſhip, he 
Condition of Chriſtians is much worſe than 
that of Heathens, and the Reaſon is this, be- 
cauſe Heathens are left to their own Conſci- 
ences and the righteous Judgment of God; fo 
that if ſpiritual Puniſhments fignify any thing 
to Offenders in the other World, or have 
any Effect there, then ſuch People are in 
your Lordſhip's Judgment, not 4% to their 


own Conſciences and the righteous Judgment of 


God. 
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Pray, my Lord, how does it follow that if 
ſpiritual Puniſhments have any Effect in the 
other World, that then Offenders are not left 
to the righteous Judgment of God? 
Is it an Argument that People are not /eft to 
the righteous Judgment of God, becauſe they 
are to be puniſhed in the other World? Or is 
it an Argument that they are excluded from 
God's righteous Judgment, becauſe they are 
not puniſhed till they come thither ? I ſhould 
have thought it a plain Argument for the di- 
rect contrary, and that one could not give a 
ſtronger Proof that ſuch Offenders were left 
to the righteous Judgment of God, than 
by ſaying that the Effeas of ſuch Puniſh- 
ments are not felt till the Offender comes 
into the other World ; I ſhould have thought 
this a manifeſt Declaration that the Offender 
was to fall to the righteous Judgment of God, 
ſince he was not to feel any Puniſhment till 
he was fallen into God's Hands. If the Dean 
had intended to teach that Church Puniſh- 
ments have no Effect, but ſuch as the righ- 
teous Judgment of God gives them, how 
could he have better ſignified his Intention, 
than by declaring, that tbe Effects of ſuch 
Pumniſhments are generally ſuſpended till 
the Offender comes into the other World? 


How could the Dean more expreſsly guard 


againſt any horrible Apprehenſions of Church 
Cenſures, or more directly refer the Cauſe to 
God, than he has done here? His Word: 


are 
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are a plain Declaration, that ſuch Offenders 
muſt fall to the righteous Judgment of God, 
ſince they are to fall into his Hands before 
they feel the Effects of ſuch Puniſhment. 

If any diſcontented Offender againſt the 
Church ſhould tell me, that if the Cenſures 
of the Church can ſignify any thing to him, 
he ſhould be glad to be a Heathen, and have 
his Fate amongſt them ; would it not be ſuf- 
ficient Matter of Satisfaction to tell him, that 


| theſe Puniſhments will have no Effect but in 


the other World, where there can be no In- 


juſtice; and that it is the ſame God who judges 


the Heathens, who will judge Chriſtians? 
Yet this Declaration, which is the only 
Ground for Satisfaction to Men of Conſci- 
ence, under the Cenſures of the Church, is 
by your Lordſhip pretended to be ſuch an 
Evil, as to make us rather reſign our Chriſti- 
anity, than ſubmit to it. This is all which the 
Dean has ſaid to make it more deſirable to be 
a Heathen than a Chriſtian. 
Suppoſe, my Lord, the Matter had been 
worded ſtronger, and inſtead of ſaying that 
the Effefs of ſpiritual Puniſhments are ge- 
nerally ſuſpended till the Offenders come in- 
to the other World, it had been faid, the 


ſpiritual Cenſures of the Church ſhall riſe in 


the Judgment and condemn Offenders. If it 
had been thus expreſſed, what Complaints 
might you not have made againſt ſuch un- 
wary Expreſſions ? What Cruelties and * 

5 . ips 
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ſhips might you not have charged on ſuch 
Doctrine? And how advantagiouſly might 
you have compared the Felicity of Heathen- 
i/m to ſuch Chriſtianity ? 

But, my Lord, that Divine Perſon who 
has reſerved to himſelf the righteous Judg- 
ment of the World, has yet declared to a cer- 
tain Generation, that the Men of Nineveh 
ſhall / up in the Judgment with them and 
condemn them, becauſe thoſe repented at the 
preaching of Jonas, but theſe did not, though 
a greater than Jonas was with them *. 

Now, my Lord, here lies the ſame Obje- 
ion againſt this Doctrine, which there does 
againſt the Dean's. For is it not full as hard 
that the Repentance of the Men of Nzneveh, 


or any where elſe, ſhould have any Effect 


upon the Impenitent at the Day of Judgment, 
as that the Cenſures of the Church thould 
have any Effe& upon Offenders in the other 
World ? Is it not as cruel that the Impeni- 
tent ſhall have their Guilt aggravated by o- 
ther People's preaching or Repentance, as by 
other People's Cenſures? And would it not 
be as proper here to ſay, if this be fo, happy 


they who never heard of Preaching or Re- 


pentance, as to ſet forth the Happineſs of 
Heathens, becauſe they are free from Church 


Cenſures? If the Sentence of the Church 


will rife in Judgment and condemn Offenders, 


— 
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then you ſay ſuch Perſons do not fall to the 
righteous Judgment of God. But is not this 
as true of the Men of Nz:neveh, that if they 
ſnall riſe up in Judgment and condemn the 
Impenitent, that then ſuch Perſons are not 
left to the righteous Judgment of Ged? 

So that had you been one of our Saviour's 
Hearers, you mult have been as much aſto- 
niſhed at his Doctrine, as at the Dean's u- 
wary Expreſſion, and have been obliged to 
tay then, as you have ſaid now, that you 
have fuch Notions of the Goodneſs of God, 
and of his gracious Deſigns in the Goſpel, 
that you think it your Duty to declare your 
Judgment, that the Suppoſition is greatly 
injurious to the Honour of God and of the 
Goſpel, and the thing itſelf impaſible to be 
concerved *, 

Your Lordſhip has here only advanced this 
Argument againſt the Significuncy of Church 
Cenſures, but any one elſe may as july, and 
to as much Purpoſe urge it againſt every Part 
of Chriſtianity. 

Thus it may ſerve to prove that it would 
be better never to have had the Scriptures ; 
for if any Texts of Scripture ſhall rife in 
Judgment and condemn thoſe who diſbelieved 
them, or diſregarded their Doctrine, then it 
may be ſaid, much happier are the Heathens, 
who have nothing of this to fear from any 


| OCT A. _ 


— 


| ® Anfw, to Repr. p 36. 


Scriptures, 


= = 
- = 
- * 5 4 
v _— — — — —— — 2 — 282 I — ws — — 
— — _ R844 — . — _ 3 2 — 
E Fs £ G — 4 n _ —_ 


( x10 ) 
Scriptures, but are left to their own Conſci- 
ences and the righteous Judgment of God, 
Again; As this Argument proves even 


the Scriptures to be an Unhappineſs, fo will 


it prove every Advantage in human Life to 
be a Miſery. 

For it is certain that the Examples of re- 
ligious Men, the good Advice of our Friends, 
and the virtuous Commands of our Parents 
and Governours, will, if neglected, affe# our 
Condition; and though, like the ſpiritual Cor- 
rections of the Church, they may not be felt 
here, yet hereafter they will riſe in Judgment 
and condemn us. May I not here ſay with 
your Lordſhip, F the Caſe be thus; if o- 
ther People's Miſdom, Virtue, Advice or Com- 
mands, can affect our State in the next World, 
then more happy are thoſe who never ſaw a 
good or wiſe Man in their Lives, and who have 
nothing to fear from the Advice or Command; 
of any, but are left to their own Conſciences 
and the righteous Judgment of God, 

So that you cannot condemn the Dean's 
Doctrine as horrible, without condemning it 
as an horrible thing, that the Men of Nine- 
veh ſhould riſe in Judgment and condemn the 
impenitent Jews; or an horrible thing that 
the Light of the Goſpel, the Bleſſings of Chri- 
ſtianity, and the Advantages of Education, 
ſhould have any Efect in the next World upon 
thoſe, who deſpiſed them in this World. 
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Of the Authority of the Church, as it 


relates to Excommunication. 


KFXKKN order to vindicate this Doctrine 
5 I S thoroughly, and ſhew upon what 
EN bottom it is founded, I ſhall, as 

briefly as I can, ſtate the Nature and 
Intent of ſpiritual Puniſhments, and ſhew 
what Effects they have upon Offenders in the 
other World; from whence, I perſuade my- 
ſelf, it will farther appear, that ſuch Effects do 
no more exclude Perſons from the righteous 
Judgment of God, than the Heathens are ex- 
cluded from his righteous Judgment. 

Now that corrupt Members may be cut off 
from Chriſtian Communion, till by their A- 
mendment they recommend themſelves to a 
Re-admiſſion, is plain from Scripture. This 
is even granted by your Lordſhip, that Chri- 
ſtians may ſet a Mark upon Notorious Offen- 
ders, even by refuſing to them the peculiar 
Tokens and Marks of Chriſtian "Communion, 
as well as by avoiding their Company and 
(anverſation . But then your Lordſhip makes 
no more of it, than a Right which all Chri- 
ſians have to avoid an open, wilful, and 


pe NE 


P. 39. | 
ſcanda- 
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ſcandalbus Sinner *; ſo that this Excommu- 
nication, confidered as a Church Af, is only 
the ſame Power in a Body or Society, of 
avoiding Perſons they abhor ; which is the 
common Privilege of every ſingle Perſon, 
whether in or out of the Church, to ſhun 
thoſe he diſlikes. 

And all the Excommunication you allow, 
is this, that as private Perſons have a Right 
to ſhun and avoid thoſe they diſlike, ſo the 
Church may exclude ſuch Members as are 
diſapproved of; and that this judging, or ex- 
communicating, is a Right equally inveſted 
in all Chriſtians, and entirely without any 
Effect upon the Perſon excommunicated, fo 
as to make his Condition either better or 
worſe betore God. 

I ſhall therefore, my Lord, beg leave to 
ſhow that the Power of Excommunication, is 
a Judicial Power, which belongs to particu- 
lar Perſons, which they have a Right to ex- 
erciſe from the Authority of Chriſt ; and that 
Perſons ſo e.communicated, are not to be 
looked upon as Perſons who are only to be 
abhorred and avoided by Chriſtians, as any 
Man may avoid thoſe he diſlikes, but as Per- 
ſons who are to be avoided by Chriſtians, be- 
cauſe they lie under the Sentence of God, and 
are by his Authority turned out of his King- 
dom. 
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That Excommunication is a Power which 
belongs only to particular Perſons, will ap- 
pear from the Nature of the Thing itſelf, as 
it is an Excluſion of Perſons from the Chri- 
ſtian Worſhip: for as only particular Men 
can officiate in the Chriſtian Worſhip, and ad- 
mit People into Communion; ſo only thoſe 
Perſons can refuſe the Sacrament, and ex- 
clude Offenders from Communion. Nothing 
can be more plain, then that thoſe who can 
alone adminiſter the Sacrament, canalone ex- 
clude Men from it. | ; 

All Perſons are admitted conditionally into 
the Chriſtian Covenant, and have only a Ti- 
' "tle to the Benefits of it, or the ordinary 
Means of Grace, as they perform the Condi- 
tions of their Admiſſion ; and thoſe ſame Per- 
ſons who have alone the Authority to admit 
them into the Church upon thoſe Conditions, 
have alone the Authority to exclude them for 
Non-pe: formance. And their Act of Exclu- 

ſion is as effefual towards the taking from 
them all the Privileges of Chriſtians, and as 
truly makes them Aliens from the Kingdom 
of God, as their Act of Admiſſion at firſt en- 
titled them to all the Benefits of Church- 
Communion. For as they have as much Au- 
thority to exclude ſome, as they have to ad- 
mit others into the Church, the Authority 
being the ſame in both Caſes, it muſt be in 
both Caſes equally effectual. 
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. 
* 9 — — * —— _— 


LI} 

If your Lordſhip will ſay that all People, 
are equally qualified to admit Perſons into 
the Church, that, Go ye, and baptiſe all Na- 


 t1ons, conferred the fame Powers on all Chri- 


ſtians; then indeed it muſt be granted that 
Excommunication, or Excluſion from the 
Church, is a Right equally inveſted in all 
Chriſtians. But as ſure as Chriſt gave pecu- 
liar Powers to his Apoſtles, as ſure as they 
left particular Men to ſucceed them in their 
Powers, ſo ſure is it that only ſuch Succeffors 
can either admit or exclude Perſons from 
Chriſtian Communion. 

Secondly ; That Excommunication belongs 
to particular Perſons, will appear from the In- 
ſtitution of it in Scripture. 

Tf thy. Brother ſhall treſpaſs againſt thee, 
go and tell him his Fault betæabeen thee and 
him alone. But if he will not hear thee, 
then take with thee one or two more. And 
if he ſhall neglef# to hear them, tell it 


unto the Church; but if he neglect to hear 


the Church, let him be unto thee as an Hea- 
then Man, and a Publican. Veri Pl T ſay 
unto you, whatſoever ye fhall bind on 
Earth, ſhall be bound in Heaven; and 


whatſoever ye ſhall looſe on Earth, fhall be 


looſed in Heaven *, 


Here, my Lord, is as plain an Inſtitution 


of Excommunication, as can well be con- 


" 


; * Matth. 18. 15. 6 a 
ceived; 
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ceived ;. and he who can doubt of it, may 
doubt whether Baptiſm be inſtituted in Scrip- 
ture. 

F irſt, We may obſerve that here is an Au- 
thority given to the Church over the Offen- 
der, and that ſuch an Authority, as neither 
belonged to private Men, either ſeperate or 
united together ; for the Offender here had 
firſt been admoniſhed, by a ſingle Per- 
fon, then by one or two more, i. e. an inde- 
finite Number, but {till here is nothing grant- 
ed but Admonition ; but as ſoon as he is 
brought before the Church, there an Au- 
thority appears, and the Offender is to feel 
its Sentence, Jef bim be unto thee as an 
Heathen. 

Secondly ; That this Kuthority did not 

belong to the Church, conſidered only as a 
greater Number of Chriſtians, but as it ſigni- 
fied particular Perſons who had this — aa 
rity from Chriſt, for the Edification of his 
Church. 
For Chriſt expreſsly declares in the follow- 
ing Verſe, that where two or three are met 
together in bis Name, chere is He in the 
mdf of | thent. 

Here is the Delerietion of that Church be- 
fore whom the Offender was to be brought, 
and whoſe Authority Chriſt promiſes to ſu 
port; it is 2 or three met together in hs 
Name. 
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Now the Church had not this Authority. 
over the Offender, conſidered as a Number, 
7. e. as two or three; for we ſee that the 
Offender had been already before ſuch a 
Church; he had been before tuo or thee; 
and after Neglect of them, he was brought 
before another two or three, met together in 
Chri/l's Name. Which is a plain Proof that 
the Offender was not cenſured by the Church, 
as it ſignifies a Number of Chriſtians, but as 
it * * particular Perſons acting in the 
Name of Chriſt, and with his Authority. 


Thirdly; We may obſerve that the Au- 


thority here granted to the Church is a Ju- 
dicial Autbority, ſuch an Authority as afeds 
and alters the Condition of the Perſon ex- 
communicated, implied in theſe Words, Let 
him be unto thee as an Heathen ; that is, ds 
the Biſhop of Oxford obſerves, in the moſi 
natural and common Senſe of the Words, 
tbey ſhould look upon him no longer as 'a 
Member of the Church, but place him a- 
mong/t Infidels *; and again, as reduced in- 
to the State of Heathens F. | 8 

Now unleſs it can be ſaid, that a Perſon 


who is turned out of the Kingdom of God, 


and reduced into the State of Heathens, is in 
the ſame Condition which he was, when he 
was in the Chureh, and had a Right to all 
the Benefits of Communion ;- unleſs we can 


&.. he 


(Kur. Gov. p. 351. + Did. p. 356. 


ſay 
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fay that a Perſon thus rejected from the Means 
of Grace, by the Commiſſion of Chriſt, is in 
the ſame Condition with him, who is conti- 
nued in the Church by the ſame Commiſſion 
of Chriſt; it muſt be allowed that here is a 
Judicial Power granted to the Church, and 
ſuch as affects the Condition of the Offender 
in the Sight ofGod. | 

Fourthly; It is to be obſerved, that this 
Authority of the Church is made Judicial by 
the expreſs Promiſe of God to ratify and con- 
firm it. For after it is ſaid, let him be unto 
thee as an Heathen, it is declared, that what- 
ſoe ver they ſhould thus bind on Earth, ſhould 
be bound in Heaven. 

From all this, it plainly appears, that Ex- 
communication is as truly a Divine Pofitzve 
Puniſhment, as Baptiſm is a Divine Pofitrve 
Bleſſing ; and that the one as certainly ex- 
cludes us from the Kingdom of God, as the 
other admits us into it. For fince here is as 
plainly Chriſt's expreſs Authority to take from 
ſome Men the ordinary Means of Grace, and 
exclude them from the common Benefits of 
Chriſtianity, as there is his Authority 70. go 
and baptiſe all Nations; I defire to know, 
why one is not as truly a Divine Poſitive 
Inſtitution as the other? Is not Chriſt's Au- 
thority as effectual and ſignificant in exclu- 
ding, as in admitting Perſons into his King- 
dom? Is not that ſame Power as able to 
take away the Privileges of Church-Mem- 

8 13 berſhip, 
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If therefore there be any Bleſſing or Hap- 
pineſs in our being admitted into the Church ; 
there muſt be as much Miſery and Puniſhment 
in our Excluſion from it. For as it implies 
the Loſs of all thoſe Privileges and Favours 
we were made Partakers of, by our Admiſſion 
into the Church ; ſo we muſt needs be pu- 
niſhed in the ſame degree that we were 


| happy. | 


If therefore Baptiſin, a Divine Poſitive In- 
ſtitution to admit us into the Privileges of 
Chriſtianity, makes any Alteration in our 
Condition, as to the Favour of God, 1. e. if 
we are brought any nearer to God by Bap- 
tiſm, than we were before; then it plainly 
follows, Excommunication, a Divine Poſe- 
tive Inſtitution, which deprives us of all 
theſe Privileges of Chriſtianity, and, as the 
Biſhop of Oxford expreſſes it, reduces Of- 
fenders into the State of Heathens, muſt 
needs affect our Condition with regard to the 
Favour of God. | 

For if there be any thing in Baptiſm which 
is juſt Matter of Joy, there is ſomething e- 
qually Terrible in Excommunication ; which, 
when rightiy ex:cuted, as effectually makes 
us Aliens from the Promiſes of God, as Bap- 
tiſm, when; rightly adminiſtered, makes us 
Children of God, and Heirs of eternal Life. 
So that he who can ridicule and expoſe the 
Terrors and Effects of Excommunication, is 
AE acting 
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acting juſt as Chriſtian a part, as he who de- 
rides and deſpiſes the Benefits and Advantages 
of Baptiſm. | 
Seeing therefore the Church hath as ex- 
preſs an Authority to turn ſome Men out of 
the Church, as it hath to admit others into 
tit, it is as falſe an Account of Excommunica- 
tion, to make it only that common Right 
which every Man has, to avoid thoſe he diſ- 
likes; as if it ſhould be ſaid, that Aamiſſian 
into the Church by Baptiſm, implies no more, 
than that common Right which every Man 
has to do good Offices for thoſe he likes. Now, 
my Lord, is Baptiſm to be adminiſtered, be- 
cauſe Perſons may do good Offices for one 
another? Is there a Power in the Church to 
encreaſe its Members, by admitting others 
into Communion, for this reaſon, - becauſe 
People have a common Right to chuſe their 
Company ? If not, my Lord, how comes the 
Excluſion of Members to be nothing but a 
common Right of avoiding thoſe we diſlike ? 
Are not Perſons excluded from all the Bene- 
fits of their Admiſſion? So that if there was 
any Authority required for the Admiſſion of 
Perſons into the Church, if this Authority 
was only from God, it is certain that an Ex- 
cluſion from theſe Church-Privileges, cannot 
be executed but by the ſame Authority, which 
firſt granted them. For no Perſon can be de- 
prived of any Privileges, but by that Power 
which at firſt granted them. 
| a When 
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When therefore your Lordſhip recurs to 
the common Right of Perſons to avoid, if 
they can, thoſe they diſlike, in order to ſtate 
the Nature of Excommunication ; it is juſt as 
much to the Purpoſe, as if I ſhould get a 
Chymiſt to examine the natural Qualities of 
Water, in order to ſtate the true Efficacy of 
Baptiſm: for Men no more act by any 
Powers of their own when they exclude Of- 
fenders, than they baptize others into Com- 
munion by their own Authority, or than Wa- 
ter unites them to Chrift by its natural Qua- 
— . 

Yet your Lordſluip ſets forth the Nature of 
Excommunication, and the Right the Church 
has to it, only ' from that common Right, 
which all Chriſtians have of avoiding if 
they can thoſe they diſſike Thus you ſay, the 
Church may excommunicate, becauſe every 
Perſon has a Right to judge, nay he cannot 
help judging of the Behaviour of Men * ; 
that every Man vill judge him to be a Mur- 
| therer, who takes away his Netghbour's Life 
aal 8 4448 $14; a _ 

This comes up as truly to the Nature of 
Excommunication, and is as juſt an Account 
of it, as if any one ſhould ſet forth the Au- 
thority of a Britiſh Judge, and ſhow the Ex- 
tent of his Judicial Power, by ſaying, he in- 


deed may judge and condemn a Murtherer, 
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for this is the Right of every Perſon to judge, 
and no one can help judging and condemning 
a Murtherer. It is as conſiſtent with Senſe, 
thus to ſet out the Power of the Judge, as it 
is with Reaſon and Scripture, to compare 
Excommunication to that private Power of 
Judging and Thinking which every one en- 
oys. 
*F or, my Lord, can it be ſuppoſed that when 
our Saviour tells them, that they ſhould re- 
jet ſuch a Perſon out of the Church, and 
look upon him as an Heathen, and that he 
would bind, z. e. confirm their Sentence; 
can it be ſuppoſed, that he only meant they 
might think and judge a wicked Perſon to be 
a wicked Perſon, only in ſuch a manner as e- 
very Man cannot help Thinking and Judging? 
If our bleſſed Lord only here intended this, 
what occaſion was there for his Promiſe to 
ratify their Judgment ? What need is there 
of an Aſſurance, that they ſhall privately 
Judge, what they cannot help privately judg- 
? Or indeed to what Purpoſe is any Pro- 
mile at all made here, if nothing is to be ef- 
fected? If this Sentence be only a private, 
unauthorized Declaration, like the Opinion or 
Judgment of private Men, what Room can 
there be for this Ratification of our Saviour ? 
If no Effects are intended in the Judgment 
of the Church, what can be the meaning of 
this Promiſe ? Or rather, ſince our Saviour 
has here inſtituted the Authority, and: pro- 
miſed 
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miſed to ratify the Exerciſe of it, how dares 
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any Chriſtian to compare it to a private per- 
ſonal Power of Judging, or declare that it is 
without any Effect upon the Condition of 
Chriſtians? For, my Lord, either ſomething 
is here promiſed to the Sentence of the Church, 
or there 1s not; if there is ſomething promiſed, 


then the Sentence of the Church is no more 


like the perſonal Sentence of private Men, 
than the NS of a Judge is like the Power 
of a private Man; if you will ſay there is 
nothing here promiſed in theſe Words, what- 
ſoever ye ſhall bind on Earth, ſhall be bound 
in Heaven, &c. then you mult fay that there 
is nothing at all meant in them ; for it is im- 
poſſible to ſhew that they can have any o- 
ther Meaning, than that of a Promiſe ; fo 
that if no Promiſe is made, they are certain- 
ly ſo many dead Letters. | 
Again ; That this 1s a Judicial Power, is 
alſo evident from the Caſe of the inceſtuous 
Corinthian. St. Paul ſays, What have I to 
do, to judge them alſo which are without ? 
Now the Apoſtle could not have put this Que- 
ſtion, if by dude we here had been meant no 
Authority, but a private Power of judging 
and thinking a Sinner to be a Sinner. For a 
Man can no more help judging a Murtherer 
to be a Murtherer, which is without the 
Church, than if he were within the Church. 
And it is as proper for us to judge and think 
aright of thoſe who are out of the Church, 
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as of thoſe who are within it. So that IM 


Paul could not mean, What have I to do to 


think a Murtherer to be a Murtherer which 


is without the Church, it being every Man's 
Duty to think as truly of all Things and Per- 
ſons as he can ? Seeing therefore he plainly 
intimates that he had a Power of Judging in 
the Church, which did not belong to him 
out of the Church, it follows that this Power 
was Tudicial and Authoritative ; for a pri- 
vate Power of Judging and Thinking, belongs 
to every Man with regard to every Thing. 
We ſhall more eaſily underſtand what is 
meant by the Eyfec7s of ſpiritual Puniſhments, 
if we conſider them under this Diviſion. 
_ Firſt, Such as are the primary and intend- 


ed Effects; ſecondly, Such as are only the ac- 
cidental Effects of them. 


Now as to the primary and intended Effects 
of ſpiritual Puniſhments, they are theſe. 

Firſt, To preſerve the Honour of God and 
his Church, that ill Members being cut off, 
it might be preſented a glorious Church, not 
having Spot or Wrinkle, or any ſuch thing ; 
but that it might be Holy, and without 
Blemiſb *. 
Secondly, To reform Offendors, and re- 
claim them from their Vices; it is a Diſci- 


pline given to the Church for the Edification, 


and not the Deſtruction of its Members. 


— 


* Epheſ. 4. 25. 
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Thus St. Paul ſays, the inceſtuous Corin- 
tian was to be delivered over to Satan, 
for the Daſtruction of the Fleſh, that his 
Spirit might be ſaved in the Day of the 
Lord *. 

Thirdly, To Verde the reſt of the Church 
from the ill Influence of their Example, and 
that by ſuch Puniſhments exerciſed upon o- 
thers, they might fear, and learn from thence 
not to offend. 

Theſe are the intended Effects of the Pu- 
niſhments which the Church inflits, to pre- 
ſerve it a Holy Society, and fave the Souls 
of its Members. 

God Almighty has inſtituted ſeveral Means 
for the Advancement of Virtue, and the Sal- 
vation of Mankind ; and amongſt others, he 
has ſet up this Authority of the Church to pro- 
mote the ſame Ends. It is his human, ordinary 
Means for the Preſervation of his Church; 
and therefore as it cannot operate infallibly, 
or affect People with a Divine Certainty, it 
is only conditional, and is to prevail towards 
the Salvation of Mankind, as far as human 
and conditional Means can prevail. 

And indeed, it is an Inſtitution which has a 
very natural Tendency to produce the Ef- 
fects deſigned by it. For, conſidering Chri- 
ſtianity as a Covenant with God, wherein our 


Title to Happineſs depends upon our Uſe of 
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the ordinary jnſtituted Means of Grace, no- 
thing can more naturally induce us to live 
worthy of ſuch Means, than this Authority 
in the Church to withdraw them upon our 
Abuſe, and expel us from the Terms of the 
Covenant. Men would not dare to tranſgreſs, 
when they ſaw they could neither break the 
Laws, nor corrupt the Faith of Chriſtianity, 
without being turned out of the Church, by 
ſuch a Power as Chriſt hath ſet up for that 
Purpoſe, and with his Promiſe to make good 
its Decrees. They muſt be very obſtinate 
Sinners, who could be content to lie under a 
Sentence, which as effectually takes from them 
all Pretenſion to Chriſtian Happineſs, as their 
Baptiſm entitled them to thoſe Pretenſions at 
firſt. 

The chief Reaſon why Sinners are gene- 
rally ſo little affected with the Horror of 
their Condition, is becauſe they look upon 
_ Puniſhment at the future Judgment, as 

a great Diſtance off; and fince they are 
within the Church, and enjoy the ordinary 
Means of Grace, they think they can repent 
in time. But now Chriſt, by initituting this 
Church Authority, has ſuited his Diſcipline 
to the Weakneſs and Frailty of our Nature ; 


and they who are only to be affected with 


Things preſent, have a preſent Judgment to 
fear; which, though it is only the Judgment of 
Men, yet is the Judgment of ſuch Men as 
are commiſſioned to pronounce it in Chriſt's 

Name, 
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Name, and with his Promiſe to ratify and 
confirm it. So that they have as mnch rea- 
| fon to look upon themſelves as effectually 
caſt out by God in that Sentence, as they 
were received into Covenant with God by 
Baptiſm ; for there is the ſame Divine Au- 
thority to ſupport them both. 

As to thoſe other Effects of ſpiritual Pu- 
niſhments in the other World, they are not 
the intended, but accidental Effects of ſuch 
Puniſnments, which are brought upon Of- 
fenders by their own wicked Behaviour under 
them. 

Thus the Salvation of Mankind is the pri- 
mary intended Efect of Chriſtianity ; yet it 
may have ſuch Effect upon ſome Men by 
their own Impiety in it, as to make it better 
for them if they had never heard of the Name 
of Chriſt. For Chriſtianity may become ſo 
much a Puniſhment to ſome Perſons in the 
other World, that their Condition may be leſs 
tolerable than that of Sodom and Gomorrah. 
But then this is not the intended Effect of 
Chriſtianity, but an accidental Effect which 
ſuch Perſons bring upon themſelves ; who by 
their own ill Conduct turn a Mercy into a 
Judgment, and make that which was intend- 
ed to fave them, the accidental Cauſe of their 

eater Ruin. 

Thus it is with ſpiritual Puniſhments ; they 
are the merciful Corrections of God intended 
to — our future Miſery, but if diſre- 
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garded, will certainly increaſe it. This will 
eaſily explain what is meant by the Effects 
of ſpiritual Puniſhments in the other World, 
or how they are ſuſpended till the Offender 
comes thither. It is not the direct intended 
Effe& of Church Puniſhments to encreaſe the 
Miſery of Sinners, or damn them in the o- 
ther World ; no more than it is the direct in- 
tended Effect of Chriſtianity to increaſe Peo- 
ple's Damnation: But as Chriſtianity, if a- 
buſed, will be the accidental Cauſe of their 
greater Damnation who ſo abuſe it; ſo the 
Cenſures of the Church, when deſpiſed, will 
have this accidental Effect, as to increaſe the 
Puniſhment of thoſe who ſo deſpiſed them. 
This is the Nature of thoſe Effects, which 
fpiritual Puniſhments will have upon the Im- 
penitent in another World. 

As for Inſtance, a Perſon who is turned out 
of the Church, may all this while be luſty 
and ſtrong, and flouriſh in all the Advantages 
of this Life; but when he comes into the 
other World, he may then find that the ſpi- 
ritual Pubiſhment was a fore Evil, that it is 
ratified by Chriſt, has increaſed his Guilt, and 
will be Matter of Puniſhment hereafter. 

He will then find that the Cenſure of the 
Church has increaſed his Guilt in theſe Re- 
ſpects. 

Firſt, As it was a Judicial Bauen pro- 
nounced by Chriſt's Authority, and therefore 
not to be deſpiſed or neglected without great 
Impiety; 
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Impiety; ſo that let the Sinner have been 
what he will before, when he continues in 
his Sins in Contempt of this Tribunal ſet up 
in Chriſt's Name, his Guilt is thereby ex- 
ceedingly increaſed. 
Secondly, As it is the moſt powerful Means, 
and the very utmoſt which God can do to re- 
claim, or even terrify Sinners from their Im- 
piety; as it is the moſt awakening Call to Re- 
pentance, an Inſtitation only leſs terrible than 
the laſt Judgment thoſe who are not affect- 
ed with it, muſt be rendered more odious in 
the Sight of God, and made ripe for a ſeverer 
Puniſhment. 

Theſe, my Lord, are the Effects of ſpiri- 
tual Puniſhments in the other World; it is 
thus that they alter the Condition of Offen- 
ders in the Sight of God in regard to his Fa- 
vour. They are certainly _ reater Diſ- 
pleaſure, after they have deſpiſed \ 4 Cenſures 
of Church Authority, and have. reſiſted an 
Inſtitution, which is the laſt poſſible Means 
to recover them. 

In former Times, God has been pleaſed to 
ſend his Prophets to forewarn Sinners of their 
Deſtruction, as Jonah to the Men of Nine- 
veb : But in the Chriſtian Diſpenſation, he 
governs us by his ordinary Providence ; and 
though he does not ſend expreſs Meſſengers to 
recal Sinners, yet he has inſtituted a fanding 
Authority in his Church, to cenſure Offen- 
ders, and give them up to Deſtruction in his 

Name, 
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Name, unleſs they immediately repent. And 
what can we think more dreadful than a Sen- 
tence thus pronounced againſt us by God's 
Authority, and with his Promiſe to confirm 
it? | 

Was there any thing more awakening or 
more dreadful in the Preaching- of Jonah, 
than in this Declaration? Jonah could only 
preach and declare, he could execute nothing 
himſelf ; it was his being ſent in God's Name, 
which created all the Terror, and was the 
Motive to Repentance. Now though the Church 
can only cenſure and declare, yet ſince it is 
as truly commiſſioned to cenſure in God's 
Name, as Jonah was ſent in God's Name, 
there is as much reaſon to dread the Conſe- 
quences of 1 the Church, as of not 
repenting at the Meſſage or Preaching of any 
Prophet from God. 

I muſt now beg leave here, my Lord, 70 
lament an Aſertion from the Hands of a 


_ Chriſtian and Proteſtant Biſhop ; where you 


declare, that the Excommunication of the 
inceſtuous Corinthian, neither added to God's 
Diſpleaſure, nor would the want of it bave 
at all diminiſhed it. Neither if he d, 
dyed in an impenitent Condition, would that 
Sentence have bad any Effet in the 
other World *. | 24.98 
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my Lord, plainly ſuppoſes that there 


This, 
is neither Authority nor Advantage in Ex- 
communication; for if there were, it is cer- 
tain that our Abuſe of it as an Advantage, 
and our Contempt of it as an Authority, muſt 
needs increaſe our Guilt, and conſequently 
God's Diſpleaſure. Yet your Lordſhip here 
teaches the World, that if the inceſtuous Corin- 
thian, though zuftly cenſured, and that by an 
Apoſtle directing, and the whole Congrega- 
tion joining, had died impenitent, that Sen- 
tence would have had no Effet in the other 

World. 

Let us therefore ſuppoſe that fome great 

Patron of Chriſtian Liberty had gone to the 

diſconſolate Corinthien, ſorrowing under the 

Sentence of the Church, and endeavoured 

to quiet him after this manner. . 

Why do you diſquiet your ſelf with vain 

e Fears about the Cenſure of the Church, 

i « which neither hath nor can have an Effect 

A upon your Condition as to the Favour of 

4 « God. Let the Apoſtle and Church be as 

© ſolemn as they pleaſe in the Denunciation ; 

let them in the Name of Chriſt deliver you 

% over to-Satan ; yet take Courage, and fear 

* nothing from all this; for you may de- 

t pend upon it, that, after all, you are but 

“ Juſt where you was, before this Sentence 

% was paſſed. And if you die impenitent, 

* you have no Effects of this Cenfure to fear 

in the other World. 
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Now this is the Doctrine your Lordſhip 
has/taught for the Conſolation of thoſe who 
are, or are likely to be under the Sentence of 
the Church; which if it be now ſound Do- 
Etrine, it was as proper to be told the Corin- 
thian then, as it 1s for your Lordſhip to teach 
it now. And if your Lordſhip had lived 
then, it would have been as proper to have 
told the Corinthian, as to tell us now; and 
you mult have lain under the ſame Chriſtian 
Neceſſity of delivering him from vain Fears, 
which now conſtrains you to ſet all at liberty 
from the like Apprehenſions. 

St. Paul, ſpeaking of the Sentence paſſed 
upon the Corinthian, ſays, Suffictent to fuch 
a Man was this Puniſhment *. Now, my 
Lord, if it have nothing of the Nature of a 
Puniſhment, if it has no Effect where it is 
inflited, if the Perſon faid to be puniſhed can 
feel no Effect from it, what ſtrange Language 
is this? Can that be called a Puniſhmept, or 

a ſufficient Puniſhment, which can in no de- 
| gree be felt, which produces no Effects, or 
makes no Alteration in the renn where it 
falls ? 

Haw St. Paul tells us, that he had a- 

ongſt others which had corrupted the Faith, 
el vered Hymeneus and Alexander to Satan, 
eat they m1 "gat learn not to blaſpbeme . 
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Now if this Sentence can have no Effect, if 
it cannot fignify any thing to them, if they 
are juſt in the ſame Condition after it, which 
they were before, why ſhould it teach them 
not to blaſpheme ? Why ſhould a Sentence 
which they had nothing to fear from, make 
them any longer afraid to continue in their 
Errors? Here was therefore either a pious 
Fraud made uſe of by the Apoſtle, to fright 
Men from their Herefies by ſomething which 
was in itſelf vain and inſignificant, or elſe 
your Lordſhip has mightily miſtaken the 
Matter, in declaring that it is vain and inſig- 
nificant. The Apoſtle plainly inflicts theſe 
Cenſures, as a Terror to Offenders, and to 
frighten them from continuing in their evil 
Courſes ; but if, as you ſay, Perſons be juſt 
in the ſame Condition after this Sentence, in 
which they were before, if it has no Effect 
upon them, though they are rightly cenſured, 
and yet die impenitent, which is what you 
exprelsly ſay of this Corinthian, then it is plain 
they are only pretended Terrors, and that 
when the Apoſtles uſe them as ſuch, they 
muſt be charged with uſing them as a pious 
Fraud. And it muſt be owned that your 
Lordſhip has very frankly made the Dif- 
Covery. 
But whoever has Piety er ough to believe 
thoſe Firſt Ambaſſadors of Chriſt, will clear 
them from ſuch a Charge, and rather think 
it poſſible that you may miſtake in your 
Philo- 
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Philoſophy, then they in their Divinity. 

To proceed; You declare that though the 
inceſtuons Corinthian had died in an impenitent 
Condition, the Sentence of the Church would 
have had no Effect in the other. World : By 
which you muſt mean, that it could not al. 
fect his Condition there, ſo as to increaſe his 
Puniſhment, and that becauſe the Sentence 
did not add to God's Diſpleaſure, which be 
incurs ſolely upon account of his own Beha- 
viour, and not the Sentence of Men *. As 
thus, I ſuppoſe, your Lordſhip means, that 
if an Adulterer is cenſured by a Church, he 
is under God's Diſpleaſure ſolely on account 
of his Adultery, and not more ſo, on account 
of the Sentence of the Church ; which can- 
not, make him more an Adulterer, or more 

guilty in the Sight of God. It is for this rea- 
on that Church Cenſures are ſo inſignificant, 
ſo void of all Effect in the other World; be- 
cauſe it is our Sins alone, and not the Sen- 
tence of Men, which loſes us the Favour of 
God, 

Let us therefore, my Lord, ſuppoſe that 
God himſelf had delivered this Sentence a- 
gainſt the Corinthian which the Church did, 
725 Lordſhip's Doctrine would have procured 

im the ſame Eaſe and Quiet, and taught him 
to be no more concerned about it, than if it 
had been a mere Church Cenfure; For it is 
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as true in your Lordſhip's Senſe, that the Sen- 
tence of God did not add to his Diſpleaſure 
againſt him, that he was not angry at him 
becauſe of his Sentence, but upon account of 
the Offender's Behaviour. But, my Lord, 
will it therefore follow, that there 1s nothing 
to be dreaded in ſuch a Sentence? Will it 
follow, that if the Perſon dies impenitent un- 
der it, that it would have no Effect in the o- 
ther World? Would your Lordſhip go about, 
and preach Liberty to Perſons under ſuch a 
Sentence, and aflure them that the Sentence 
itſelf could have no Effect that they were 
but juſt where they were before it was pro- 
nounced? Would you think it proper to de- 
liver Men from ſuch Apprehenſions, and per- 
ſuade them that they are in no Danger from 
the Sentence of God? And that becauſe it is 
not his own Sentence, but their Behaviour 
which encreaſes his Diſpleaſure. 

This may perhaps appear a little too ſhock- 
ing, to ſet up for an Advocate for the Laity 
againſt the Sentence of God ; but, my Lord, 
if you was to do ſo, you would have the ſame 
Argument to defend your ſelf againſt any Ef- 
| fect in the Divine Sentence, which you now 
have againſt any Effect in the Sentence of the 
Church. It would be then as much to the 
Purpoſe to ſay, that God is not diſpleaſed 
with them, on the account of his own Sen- 
tence, but pureſy for their own' Behaviour ; 
as LE is * tell Offenders, that it is not the 

| Sentence 
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Sentence of the Church, but their . Behaviour 
which . brings them under the Divine Diſ- 
pleaſure, | 
I muſt here therefore, my Lord, beg leave 

to call this a /ri# Demonſtration, that if 
the Sentence of the Church is not to be 
feared; if it hath no Effect, becauſe it is not 
the Sentence, but our own Behaviour which 
alone procures us the Divine Diſpleaſure; if 
this be true, it is Demonſtration, that if God 
himſelf was to pronounce this Church Sen- 
tence, and turn Offenders out of Communion, 
that there would be nothing to be feared from 
it, that it could have 10 E ect in the other 
World; for God's Diſpleaſure againſt them, 
would not be occaſioned by his on Sentence, 
but by their Behaviour. So that was the 
Diſcipline of the Church in God's own Hands, 
and were he with his own Voice to threaten 
Sinners, as the Church now doth, your Lord- _ 
ſhip would be as much obliged to comfort the 
Laity againſt any Apprehenſion of any Effect 
from the Sentence itlelf, as you are now to 
deliver them from the Fear of Man's Judg- 
ment. 

Again; If the Sentence of the Church is 
not to be dreaded, if it can have 20 Effect 

in the other World, becauſe we incur the Di- 

vine Diſpleaſure ſolely on account of our own 

Behaviour; then it is certain, that the Sen- 

tence of Chriſt himſelf at the laſt Day can 
have no Effect in the other World, 

| K 4 if 
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If therefore any unwary Divine, ſhould en- 
deavour to alarm his Congregation with the 
 Efetts of Chriſt's Sentence at the laſt Day, 
your Lordſhip has taught any one to reject 
the Doctrine, as greatly injurious to the Ho- 
nour of God; and that ſuch Doctrine was alfo 
impoſſible in itſelf to be conceived, he might 
preſume ſrictiy to demonſtrate *. 

A Sentence which makes not a Titth of Al- 
teration in the Condition of a Man, in the 
Eyes of God, with regard to his Favour or 
Diſpleafure, cannot be ſaid to have any Effect 
in the other World +. But the Sentence of Chriſt 
at the laſt Day is of this fort. 

Therefore the Sentence of Chriſt makes not a 
Tittle of Alteration in the Condition of a Man, 
in the Eyes of God, with regard to brs Favour 
or Diſpleaſure. Sh 

That the Sentence of Chriſt makes no Altera- 
tion in the Condition of a Man with regard to 
the Favour or Diſpleafure of God, 1s plain 
from hence ; that Men incur the Divine 
D:ſpleaſure ſolely on account of their own 
Behaviour. 

Thus, my Lord, it is demonſtratively cer- 
tain, that as you have argued againſt the Ef- 
fects of the Chuch's Sentence in the other 
World, you have taught any one to argue a- 
gainſt any Effect in the Sentence of Chriſt in 
fo next World; and Abt it muſt 
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be as unwa ” Doctrine, to frighten People 


with the Effects of Chriſt's Sentence, as to 
terrify them with the Effects of the Sentence 
of the Church. And you have offered ſuch 
an Argument for the utter Infignificancy of 
this Sentence, as would make it equally in- 
ſignificant, and void of all Effect, though it was 
pronounced by God himſelf. So that as much 
as you often ſeem to expoſe it as the Sentence 
of weak and fallible Men, yet your Argu- 
ment does not reject it as a fallible Sentence, 
but as it is a Sentence far from having any Ef- 
fect. So that if it was pronounced by God 
himſelf, it muſt be as much without Eyect, 
and every Sentence which ever can be pro- 
nounced by God, muſt be without any Effect 
as to his 8 or Diſpleaſure, ; $6647 that 
is ſolely occaſioned by our own Behaviour. 
Therefore an infallible Sentence can no more 
have any Effect, than a fallible one, becauſe 
it is our Behaviour alone which can affect us. 
This, my Lord, will be of great uſe to ſome 
People, who will be glad to find that they 
have no more Effects to fear from God's 
Sentence, either in this World or the next, 
than your Lordſhip has from the Church. 
Again; if there be no Effect in the Sen- 
tence of the Church in the other World, be- 
cauſe our Behaviour alone incurs the Divine 
Diſpleaſure, then nothing which God inflicts 
upon us here, can have any Effet in the other 
World. 1 
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If therefore God's Judgments were viſibly 
fallen upon ſome Town or Country, and an 
unuary Preacher ſhould take occaſion to ex- 
cite them to a ſpeedy Repentance, from the 
ſad Effects ſuch Judgments would have in 
the other World, if they had not their de- 
ſigned Effects in this, and declare that if they 
died impenitent under them in this World, they 
would feel worſe Effects of them in the other 
World: A Diſciple of your Lordſhip's might 
thus reprove the Falſeneſs and Cruelty of ſuch 
Doctrine. How can you terrify People with 
<« ſuch vain Fears about God's Judgments? Is 
« he provoked againſt us by his own Thunder 
e and Lightening * Do his own Judgments 
te add any thing to his Diſpleaſure againſt us? 
% Can any thing but our own Sins and Be- 
© haviour create his Diſpleaſure ? Therefore 
« we are certainly in the ſame Condition, as 
e to that, which we were in before his Judg- 
* ments fell upon us; and if we die impeni- 
<« tent under them, they can have no Effect 
« inthe other World. Falſe then and greatly 
« diſhonourable to God is your Doctrine, 
« which ſuppoſes any thing can have any 
« Effect of that kind, but our own Behavi- 
e our. To alarm us therefore with the Ef- 
« fects of ſuch Judgments, is to put falſe 
« Fears into our Minds, and teach us to dread 
things which are impgſſible; for it is im- 
« poſlible that any thing but our own Be- 
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* haviour ſhould increaſe our Puniſhment.” 
Now, my Lord, is it cruel and unw 
Doctrine to awaken Sinners under God's 
Judgments to Repentance, from a Senſe of 
the worſe Effects of thoſe Judgments in the 
other World, if they do not bring them to 
Repentance in this? If it is not, I deſire to 
know, why it is not as reaſonable to alarm 
People with the Efects of ſpiritual Puniſh- 
ments, if diſregarded, as with the Effects of 
God's Judgments, if they are negleQed ? 
What is there in the Nature of the Thing, 
why one Puniſhment may have Effect in the 
other World, and not the other ? They are 
both equally God's Puniſhments, intended for 

the /ame Ends. 

When Perſons are rightly turned out of the 
Church, and denied the ordinary Means of 
Grace, they are as truly under God's ſpecial 
Judgment, as a Country which is oppreſſed 
with Famine or Peſtilegce; the one is his 
inſtituted, ordinary Judgment, to terrify Men 
from Iniquity ; the other is his extraordinary 
Judgment, his miraculous Call to Repentance. 
It is therefore as ſound a Chriſtian Doctrine, 
to ſay, that if Perſons die impenitent under 
God's extraordinary Judgment, that ſuch Jadg- 
ment will have no Effect in the other World; 
as to ſay, that if the inceſtuous Corintbian 
had died impenitent under the juſt Sentence 
of the Church, i. e. God's ordinary Judgment, 
that ſuch Sentence or Judgment would have 
1 EA, 8 & * | 5 $5 z . # a 
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had no Effect in the other World. And con- 
ſequently, to endeavour to terrify Sinners with 
the Effects of God's Judgments in the other 
World, if they diſregard them here, is as 
much condemned by your Lordſhip, as the 
Dean of Chicheſter 's Doctrine concerning the 
Effects of ſpiritual Puniſhments in the next 
World. 

Laſtly ; Our bleſſed Saviour told the Jes, 
that if he had not come, they had not had 
Sin; but now they have no Cloal for their 
Sin: Which plainly implies, that his coming 
into the World altered their Condition as to 
the Favour of God, becauſe it made them 
more guilty in his Sight than they were be- 
fore he came. Yet your Lordllips s Argument 
againſt the Efects of Church Puniſhments, di- 
rectly denies this Doctrine. For your Obje- 
ction againſt any Effects in Church Puni/h- 
ments, is full as ſtrong againſt any Efects in 
Chriſt's coming into the World. And if Peo- 
ple may be more guilty in the Sight of God, 
after Chriſt is come, they may be more guilty 
after they have been cenſured by the Church, 
for the Reaſon is the ſame in both Caſes. For 
there can be no Reaſon given, why Chriſt's 
coming ſhould affect their Condition with re- 

ard to the Favour of God, but that he had a 
Divine Miffion, and was an Authoritative 
Call to Repentance ; but this i is equally true 
of Excommunication, that it is a Divine In- 
fitution, an Authoritative Call to Repen- 
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tance ; therefore they muſt either both be al- 
lowed to affect People's Condition with regard 
to the Faveur of God, or neither; for the 
Reafon is exactly the ſame in both Caſes. 

If therefore a learned Phariſee, ſeeing a re- 
lenting Publican touched with this Declara- 
tion of our Saviour's, ſhould have reproved 
him after this manner: | 

<* You need not be concerned at this Per- 
« ſon's coming into the World, for his comin 
does not encreaſe God's Diſpleaſure againſt 
« you, which can only be raiſed by your 
©« own Behaviour; it is ſolely on account of 
* that, that you can be out of God's Favour. 
« Sinners are out of God's Favour, if this 
* Perſon had never come, and his coming 
does not add to God's Diſpleaſure againſt 


e them; neither if they die in an impenitent 


Condition after he is come, will his coming 
* have any Effect in the other World, where 
e their Condition will not be determined by 


his coming, but by their own Bebaviour- 


I ſhould be glad, my Lord, to know what 
you could have ſaid againſt ſuch a Declaration, 
or how a Perſon who would have told the 
incefluous Corinthian, that if he died impe- 
nitent under the Cenſure of the Church, that 
it would have no Effect in the other World, 
could have any thing to object to the Pha- 
riſee, who tells the Publican, if he died im- 
penitent after Chriſt's coming, that his coming 
will have 0 Effect in the other World. 0 
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The Phariſee has exa#ly the ſame Reaſon, 
to tell the Publican, that he was neither the 
more, nor the leſs, out of God's Favour for 
_ Chriſt's coming, that you have to tell the C- 
rinthian, that he was neither the more, nor 
the leſs, out of God's Favour for what was 
done by the Church. For the Cenſure here 
was right and infallible, and paſſed in the 
Name and by the Authority of Chriſt ; it was 
paſſed by an Apoſtle, and you affirm that 
Chriſt was in all that the Apoflles did; 
therefore it may be truly ſaid, that Chriſt him- 
ſelf came to the Cormibian in this Sentence, 
it was his Authority and Infallibility which 
cenſured him; and yet you ſay that if he 
had died impenitent under bis Cenſure, he 
had been juſt where he was before, and it 
would have had 20 Effect in the other World. 

Pray therefore, my Lord, let us know how 
any one can be more guilty for Chriſt's com- 
ing, or why it ſhall have any Effect in the o- 
ther World upon thoſe gle die impenitent ? 
A few Reaſons againſt this Pharifee, would 
be ſo many Reaſons againſt your Lordſhip's 
Doctrine, For Chriſt as truly comes to Chri- 
ſtians in his Þ:ftrtutions, as he came to the 

ews in Perſon; and it is as dangerous to 

iſregard him in the one Appearance, as in 

the other. 
This Account of Excommunication will, I 
hope, be thought a ſufficient Anſwer to your 
Lordſhip's ſtrict Demonſtration, that it has n 
Effects 
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Effects in the other World, nor adds any 
thing to God's Diſpleaſure. For from this 
it appears, that when you ſay, that 

no ſuch Puniſhment inflicted "Web <4 22257 
Chriſtian, he is under the Diſpleaſure of Al- 
mighty God to an equal Degree, as he would 
be if it were inflicted * : It. is as falſe as to 
ſay, that a wicked Few was under the fame 
Diſpleaſure of God before Chriſt came, as 
he was afterwards ; or that a Perſon impeni- 
tent under an extraordinary Judgment, is no 
more out of God's Favour afterwards, than he 
was before, or if God had never viſited him. 
It is as falſe as to ſay, that if God himſelf 
was to pronounce the Sentence of the Church, 
that Perſons under it would be juſt in the 
fame Degree of Favour they were before, or 
that the Sentence of Chriſt at the laſt Day 
will have no Effect. 

The other Part of your Demonſtration pro- 
ceeds thus ; Excommunication has no Effect; - 
becauſe ſuppoſing it wrongfully inflicted upon 
4 Chriſtian, be is till equally in the Favour 
of Gt. | | 

The whole of this Argument amounts to- 
this, that a right Cenſure of the Church hath 
no Effect, becauſe a wrong one hath not. I 
ſhould think any one in a mighty want of 
Proof, who ſhould fay that the Excommuni- 
cation of the znce/tuous Corinthian could 


— 


tt. "Oo ah _ —_ 


EF. . 7 1 
ave 


(144 )- 

have no Effect, becauſe the Excommunication 
of ſome virtuous Perſon will not have any Ef- 
fect; yet this is your Lordſhip's Demonſtra- 
tion, that it can ſignify nothing when it ts 
right, becauſe it ſignifies nothing when it is 
wrong. 

Is it an Argument, my Lord, that when a 
Bullet flies through a Man's Head it has no Ef- 


fect upon him, becauſe it will have no Effect 


if it ms him? Is it a Proof that Motion 
cannot produce Heat, becauſe Reſt cannot 
produce Heat ? 

If not, how comes it to be an Argument 
that a right Sentence hath no Effect, becauſe 
a wrong one hath not the ſame Effect ? 1 

A rigbt Sentence is as oppoſite to a wrong 
one, as Motion is to Reſt; and it is as good 
Senſe to ſay Alotion has no ſuch Effect, be- 
cauſe Reſt has no ſuch Effect; as to ſay a 
right Sentence has no Effect, becauſe a wrong 


one has not the ſame. 


A right Sentence, is the only Excommuni- 
cation which Chriſt hath inſtituted, and to 
which alone this Effe& belongs ; but it is 
ſtrange Logick to infer, that this Inſtitution 
cannot have ſuch an Effect, becauſe ſomething 
which Chriſt hath not inſtituted, hath not 
the ſame Effect. 

A wrong Sentence is as truly a Breach and 
T; ranſereſſion of that Excommunication which 
Chriſt hath inſtituted, as Adultery is a Breach 
of the ſeventh Commandment ; it is therefore 

as 


„ 
as abſurd to ſay, that Chaſtity bath not ſuch 
an Effect, becauſe Adultery hath not the ſame 
Effect, as to affirm that a right Sentence 


hath not ſuch an Effect, becauſe a Violation 


of that right Sentence hath not the ſame Effect. 


Your Lordſhip's Argument is this, that the 


Sentence hath not ſuch an Effect in ſome Cir- 
cumſtances, becauſe it hath not the ſame 
Effect in al Circumſtances : Which reſolves 
itſelf into this Propoſition, That nothing can 
produce any particular Effect, unleſs it produce 
the ſame Effect in all Circumſtances. _ 

Your Lordſhip might as well have called it 


a Demonſtration againſt all Effects in the 


World, as againſt the Efects of ſpiritual Cen- 
ſures: For there is nothing in the World, no 
Powers either Natural, Moral, or Political, 
which produce their Effects but in ſome ſup- 
poſed right Circumſtances ; yet this Eccleſia- 
{tical Power is demonſtrated away by your 
Lordſhip, becauſe it does not produce the 
ſame Effect in all Circumſtances. 

Farther ; If there is no Effect in a r:ght 
Sentence of the Church, becauſe there is no 
Effect in a wrong one; then it will follow, 
that there is no Effect in cither of the Sacra- 
ments when rightly received, becauſe they 


want ſuch Effect in Perſons who do not 


rightly receive them. It may as often hap- 
pen that the Sacraments are adminiſtered in 
wrong Circumſtances, and as void of that Et- 
fect for which they were intended, as any 
Wrong Sentence of the Church be pronounced; 
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but does it therefore follow, that there is 0 
Effect in the Sacraments, that they are empty 
and uſeleſs to thoſe who receive them rightly, 


becauſe they are ſo to thoſe who receive them 


otherwiſe ? Your Lordſhip muſt either affirm 
that the Sacraments have no Effect, or that 
the Opus operatum is always effectual; for if 
you ſay they have Effect, though not always, 
then it is certain that the Sentence of the 
Church may have Effect, though not aways. 
Whether your Lordſhip will own the Popiſh 
Doctrine of the Opus operatum, or deny the Sa- 
cramentstobe* Means of Grace, that is, to have 
any Effect, I cannot tell; but ſure I am, if you 
do not hold one of theſe Doctrines, you muſt 
own the Sacraments to have conditional Effects 
in ſuppoſed Circumſtances, which will ſuffici- 
ently confute your own /trict Demonſtation, 
that Excommunication can. have no Effect, 
becauſe it has it not in a// Circumſtances. 
Again; I preſume it may very juſtly be 
ſaid, that the Chriſtian Revelation hath /ome 


| Effect towards the Salvation of Mankind; 


but then it hath not this Effect always and 
in all Caſes, it is only effectual upon certain 
Conditions. Now if Excommunication can 
have no Effect, becauſe it is not effectual 
when it is wrongfully pronounced, then the 
Chriſtian Revelation can have no Effect to- 
wards ſaving thoſe who embrace it as they 
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Errors, in the plain Account of the Sacrament, Oc. 
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ſhould, becauſe it has no ſuch Effect on thoſe 
who embrace it otherwiſe. The Reaſon of 
the Thing is the ſame in both Caſes, and 
any one may as juſtly ſet forth the Vanity and 
Infignificancy of the Chriſtian Revelation, be- 
—_ it does not ſave all its Profeſſors, as 
your Lordſhip expoſes the Weakneſs and Va- 
nity of ſpiritual Cenſures, becauſe they do not 
abiolutely, and in all Caſes, throw Peuple out 
of God's Favour. TY 

I hope I have here ſaid enough, to vindi- 
cate the Authority and Effects ot the ſpiritual 
Puniſhments of the Church, againſt 21! your 
Lordſhip has advanced againſt them. 

I ſhall make an Obſervation or two more 
upon this Head, and then proceed to the 
other Parts of your Anſwer. 

You ſay, the znceſtuous Corinthian was ne- 
ver the more or the leſs in God's Favour for 
what was done in the Church *, This Do- 
ctrine I have already confuted, and ſhall now 
only ſet this Paſſage in another Light. Let us 
ſuppoſe that you had ſaid, that 2 Man 7s 
more in God's Favour for being rightly bap- 
tized by the Church. Now if a Perſon is 
not more in God's Favour after he is rightly 
baptized by the Church, than he was before, 
then it is certain, that there.is no need of Bap- 
tiſm by the Church; for any thing is ſuffici- 
ently proved needleſs or uſeleſs in Religion, if 
it neither procures nor loſes the Favour of 
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but does it therefore follow, that there is 20 
Effect in the Sacraments, that they are empty 
and uſeleſs to thoſe who receive them rightly, 


becauſe they are ſo to thoſe who receive them 


otherwiſe ? Your Lordſhip muſt either affirm 
that the Sacraments have no Effect, or that 
the Opus operatum is always effectual; for if 
you ſay they have Effect, though not always, 
then it is certain that the Sentence of the 
Church may have Effect, though not always. 
Whether your Lordſhip will own the Popiſh 
Doctrine of the Opus operatum, or deny the Sa- 
craments to be“ Means of Grace, that is, to have 
any Effect, I cannot tell; but ſure I am, if you 
do not hold one of theſe Doctrines, you muſt 
own the Sacraments to have conditional Effects 
in ſuppoſed Circumſtances, which will ſuffici- 
ently confute your own /trict Demonſtation, 
that Excommunication can have no Effect, 
becauſe it has it not in a// Circumſtances. 
Again; I preſume it may very juſtly be 
ſaid, that the Chriſtian Revelation hath ſome 


| Effect towards the Salvation of Mankind; 


but then it hath not this Effect always and 
in all Caſes, it is only effectual upon certain 
Conditions, Now if Excommunication can 
have no Effect, becauſe it is not effectual 
when it is wrongfully pronounced, then the 
Chriſtian Revelation can have no Effect to- 
wards ſaving thoſe who embrace it as they 
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ſhould, becauſe it has no ſuch Effect on thoſe 
who embrace it otherwiſe. The Reaſon of 
the Thing is the ſame in both Caſes, and 
any one may as juſtly ſet forth the Vanity and 
Infignificancy of the Chriſtian Revelation, be- 
cauſe it does not ſave all its Profeſſors, as 
your Lordſhip expoſes the Weakneſs and Va- 
nity of ſpiritual Cenſures, becauſe they do not 
abiolutely, and in all Caſes, throw People out 
of God's Favour. ie 

I hope I have here ſaid enough, to vindi- 
cate the Authority and Effects ot the ſpiritual 
Puniſhments of the Church, againſt al! your 
Lordſhip has advanced againſt them. 

I ſhall make an Obſervation or two more 
upon this Head, and then proceed to the 
other Parts of your Anſwer. 

You ſay, the znceſtuous Corinthian was ne- 
ver the more or the leſs in God's Favour for 
what was done in the Church *. This Do- 
ctrine I have already confuted, and ſhall now 
only ſet this Paſſage in another Light. Let us 
ſuppoſe that you had ſaid, that 2 Man 7s 
more in God's Favour for being rightly bap- 
tized by the Church. Now if a Perſon is 
not more in God's Favour after he is rightly 
baptized by the Church, than he was before, 
then it is certain, that there.is no need of Bap- 
tiſm by the Church; for any thing is ſuffici- 
ently proved needleſs or uſeleſs in Religion, if 
it neither procures nor loſes the Favour of 
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God. This is undeniably certain, that if we 
are not more in the Favour of God for being 
duly baptized by the Church, than if we were 
not baptized at all, that then that Baptiſm is 
a uſeleſs Trifle. | | 

Now this is the Doctrine which your Lord- 
ſhip has taught; for he that ſays the inceſtuous 
Corinthian, though juſtly turned out of the 
Church, was neither the more or the leſs in 
God's Favour for what was done by the Church; 
ſays hkewiſe, that he who is duly baptized 
into Covenant with God by the Church, 
is never the more or the leſs in God's Fa- 
vour for being duly baptized by the Church. 
For if it be a mere Trifle, and altogether 
inſignificant to us, as to the Favour of God, 
to be turned out of the Church, by ſuch 
an Authority; it muſt be as mere a Trifie to 
be admitted into the Church by the ſame 
Authority. So that he who declares the one, 
plainly declares the other: For this is evi- 
dently plain, that if nothing be 4% as to the 
Favour of God, by our being duly turned 
out of the Church, that then nothing is got 
as to the Favour of God, by our being duly | 
admitted into the Church. 

For if our being in the Church was any 
Step towards God's Favour, or rendered us 
more acceptabte to him, thoſe Degrees of Fa- 
vour and Acceptance muſt be certainly loſt; 
by our luling that which was the "Cauſe of 
the. n. | 

He 
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He therefore who aſſerts it is a Tr:fe to 
be turned out of the Church; - mult alſo aſſert, 
that it is as fruitleſs and trifling a thing to be 
admitted into the Church, So that all your 
Lordſhip's Raillery and Contempt thrown up- 
on human Excommunications, falls as directly 
upon human Baptiſms ; and makes them as 
truly fruitleſs Trifles without any Advantage, 
as it makes Excommunication a Trifle with- 
out any Puniſhment. 

This therefore is the Sum of your new Re- 
ligion, ſet up out of pure Tenderneſs to the 
Laity; to deliver them from the Weight and 
Burden of Ordinances ; this is to be their Sup- 
port againſt human Excommunications, hu- 
man Benedictions, human Baptiſms, &c. that 
whether before or after Baptiſin, whether 
before or after Excommunication, they are 
{till the ſame Children of God. | 

Again, you fay, if it be ſuppoſed (as it 

ſometimes is upon this Subject) that a Per- 
ſon behave; himſelf” why the moſt unde- 
ſerved Cenſures, with any degree of Impati- 
ence, Pride, or Stubborneſs, and that this 
diſpleaſeth Almighty God; it is plain that 
he incurs no. part of that Diſpleaſure, upon 
account of the Sentence of Men, but ſolely 
upon the account of bis own Behaviour; 17 
being bis own Behaviour alone, and not the 


Sentence of Men, which has any orb Ef- 
fect.” 


L 3 | Here 
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Here, my Lord, your Phzloſopby is upon 
the ſtretch, and rather than a Chri/tian Inſti- 
tution ſhould have any Force or Effect, you 
have let it run ſuch lengths, as to make even 
the Ten Commandments as mere 'Tritles as the 
Sentence of Men. 

As for Inſtance ; Suppoſe a Perſon ſhould. 
tell a Friend that he had a great liking to 
ſome of his Neighbour's Goods, but that the 
eighth Commandment made; him afraid to 
take them from him; it his Friend were but 
a Maſter of your Philoſophy, he might ſoon 
convince him of the Folly - of ſuch a Fear. 
He might tell him, that if it be ſuppoſed (as 
it ſometimes is ſuppoſed in this Caſe) that 
by his manner of \ taking Goods from his 
Neighbour, that he diſp 2 Almighty God; 
it is plain that he incurs no Part of that 
Diſpleaſure upon account of the Gommandment, 
but ſolely upon the Account of his own Behavi- 
our ; it being his own Behaviour alone, and 
not the Commandment, which bas any ſuch | 
Effect. He might alſo aſſure him, that the 
Commandment 745 cannot hurt him, that he 
is not more or leſs in God's Favour, for 
what that Commandment ſays, but Rae | 

for what he himſelf does.” 

I now, my Lord, freely ſubmit it to the . 
Judgment of common. Senſe, whether your 
profound Ph:loſophy, does not as truly make 
void and ſet afide the Force and Effect of the 
Commandment, as ths Effect of Excommu- 
nication. ht Fo 05 
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For it is plainly as reaſonable to tell a 
Thief, that the eighth Commandment cannot 
hurt him; that if he ſteals, it is not the 
Commandment, but his own Behaviour alone, 
which will have any Effect; as to declare, 
that an impenitent Offender is neither more or 
leſs in the Favour of God for what is done by 
the Church, becauſe even ſuppoſing God to 
be angry at him for his Behaviour towards the 
Sentence of the Church, yet it is not the Sen- 
tence, but his own Behaviour, which cauſes 
the Divine Diſpleaſure; therefore the Sen- 
tence, ſays your Lordſhip, is a Trifle without 
Effect. And therefore may it alſo be ſaid, that 
the eighth Commandment is a Trifle without 
Effect; for it is as true of the Command- 
ment in this Senſe, and your Lordſhip is as. 
much obliged to ſay that it is our Behaviour 
againſt the Commandment, and not the Com- 
mandment itſelf, which will raiſe God's Diſ- 
pleaſure, as to ſay it is our Behaviour under 
the Sentence, and not the Sentence itſelf, 
which brings God's Diſpleaſure upon us; ſo 
that it is undeniably plain, that if for this 
reaſon the Sentence of the Church be a Trifle 
without any Effect, that for the ſame reaſon 
the Commandment mult be equally a Trifle, 
and equally without any Effect. | 

And now, my Lord, need we not heed the 
Commandments, becauſe it is not the Com- 
mandments themſelves which will have any 
Effect upon us? Why then are we to be ex- 
25 F 114 „ horted, 
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horted, and preached up into a Contempt of 
the Sentence of the Church, becauſe it is not 


the Sentence itſelf will have any Effect upon 
us? Is it ſafe to fin againſt the Authority of 
the Commandment, becauſeit is not the Com- 
mandment itſelf which can puniſh us? If not, 
where is the Senſe, or Reaſon, or Chriſtianity 
of telling us, that we need not heed the Sen- 
tence of the Church, becauſe the Sentence 
itſelf cannot puniſh T 3 

Suppoſe ſome High-Church-man had writ 
a Treatiſe againſt Stealing, and had carried the 


Matter fo very ſar, as to talk of the fatal Ef- 
fect which the eighth Commandment would 
have upon Offenders, when it ſhould riſe up 


in Judgment and condemn them. 

Would your Lordſhip think Tarte. o- 
bliged, in regard to the 8 of thoſe who 
want other People's Goods, to tell them, that 
indeed they ought to take care to act with 
Sincerity in their acquiring the temporal 
Things of this Life, that they ought to con- 
ſider with the utmoſt Im partiality the Nature 
cf Property, and the Conditions of that Or:- 


ginal Contract, which firft ſettled the Rights 


and Bounds of it, and gaye every Man a 
Right in ſuch or ſuch a Part of the Things of 
this Life; but that if they ſhould through 
Impatience of Want, or Pride, or any other 
Paſſion or Prejudice, make too free be their 


Neighbour's Property, and fo diſpleaſe Al- 


8 God; would you think your ſelf 
"obliged 
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obliged to tell them, that he fatal Efeas 
of the erghth Commandment, and its pretend- 
ed riſing up in Judgment hereafter, is all Sham ' 
and Banter; and that however God may be 
diſp leaſed with them, yet that Commandment 
will have no Effect bike them? Would your 
Love of Liberty, your Concern for the Laity, 
engage you to give ſo much Comfort, and 
preach ſuch ſmooth things to ſuch a Claſs of 
People ? | 
Thus much may be fairly affirmed, that 
you might as well deliver ſuch a ſort of Peo- 
ple from their Fear of the Commandment, as 
endeavour toperſuade impenitent Offenders not 
to fear the Sentence of the Church. For as 
the Guilt of Stealing is aggravated : by being 
contracted againſt the Authority of the eighth 
Commandment ; ſo the Guilt of Impenitence 
is heightned, by a Continuance in it againſt 
that Authority in the Church, which is as 
truly founded by God to preyent the Growth 
of Sin, as the eighth Commandment was gi- 
ven by God to prevent Stealing. So that he 
who teaches Offenders to diſregard this Sen- 
| tence, which is authorized by God to a- 
waken and terrify them into Repentance, 
does the ſame as if he ſhould teach Thieves 
to diſregard the eighth Commandment, which 
was given by God to affright People from 
ſtealing. | 
If it ſhould be here objected, that thetei isa vo- 
iy great difference betyixt the Duty we awe to 
os 
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the eighth Commandment, and our Duty to 
the Sentence of the Church; becauſe the 
Commandment is always right and the ſame, 
whereas the Church may err in its Sentence. 
To this it may, be anſwered, that granting 
all this, that the Church may ſometimes err 
in its Sentence ; yet if it is ever in the right, 
if it ever can be a fault, or dangerous for Sin- 
ners not to ſubmit to, and be corrected by it, 
this will condemn your Doctrine, which ſets 
it. out conſtantly, and in all Circumſtances, 
as a Dream and Trifle, and without any 
Effect. | | 
Secondly ; Here is no room left for you to 
plead the Uncertainty of the Church's Sen- 
tence, in regard to the Certainty of the Com- 
mandment ; becauſe you directly ſet forth 
your Doctrine in a Caſe (that of the inceſtu- 
ous Corinthian) where all was right and juſt, 
and yet declare that in that Caſe it was with- 
out any Effects; and that if the inceſtuous 
Corinthian had continued impenitent under it, 
and diſregarded it as long as he had lived, it 
had ſignified no more to him than if it had 
never been pronounced. And in this Caſe, 
my Lord, and upon this Suppoſition, that the 
Authority judges and condemns ſuch Sinners 
as it ought to do, it is as abominable to tell 
ſuch that they have nothing to fear from the 
Judgment of the Church, as to tell a Thief 
that he has nothing to fear from the eighth 
Commandment. And J here challenge all the 
8 Reaſon 
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Reaſon which ever appeared againſt the Do- 
ctrines of Chriſtianity, to ſhow me, why it 
is not as agreable to the Scripture to declare, 
that if a Thief lives and dies in his Sins of 
Stealing, that he has nothing to feat from 
the eighth Commandment ; as to declare that 
an impenitent Offender, though zu/tly cenſured, 
by the Authority of the Church, has nothing 
to fear from ſuch a Cenſure, though he lives 
and dies in the Contempt of it, | 

\ Thirdly and laſtly; Though the Church 
may ſometimes err in its Authority, and the 
Commandment is always right; yet your Do- 
ctrine makes it as reaſonable to declare the 
Commandment without any Effect, as to de- 
clare the Sentence of the Church to be without 
any Effect. For you do not ſay that Excom- 
munication is a Trifle without any Effect, be- 
cauſe it is a Sentence which may ſometimes 
be wrong; but becauſe, though we ſhould diſ- 
pleaſe God under the Sentence of the Church, 
yet that Diſpleaſure would not have been oc- 
caſioned by the Sentence, but by our Beba- 
viour alone. And this Doctrine plainly 
makes all the Commandments as mere Trifles 
and word of all Effect, as it makes the Sen- 
tence of the Church ſo. For it is as true in 
your Senſe, and you are as much obliged to 
ſay, that if we ſin againſt the Commandmeats, 
and incur the Diſpleaſure of God, that it is 
not the Commandments, but our Behaviour 
alone which cauſes it: And fo the Command- 
n N ments 
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ments of God have no. more to do with the 
Favour of God, but are as mere Dream; ft © 
without any Effect, as the human Excommu- 
nications you have ſo much expoſed. © This, 

my Lord, is a very compendious Confutation 
bath of the Law and the "Goſpel; and is a 
good reaſon, why ſo many of thoſe who have 
no regard for either, but think Zeal in Reli- 
gion a Meanneſs of Spirit, are yet great Zea- 
15 for your f GTO J Wen u 
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external Communion. 
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VE Lordſhip FLIP I 55 of 15 
Church Authority to oblige Cbriſti- 
Nr ans to external Communion, nor 
e thing to determine them but 
their oαllß icin, But to ſhow your 
Deſire to be informed, your Lordſhip:: fre- 
quently calls upon the Learned Committee to 
declare what the Authority of the Church is. 
It is ſomething ſtrange, that you ſhould have 
been ſo long writing down the Authority of 
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the Church, and yet not know what is meant 4 
by Church Authority; that you ſhould: take I © 
ſo much pains to oppoſe (as you ſay) only WW 
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abſolute Authority, and yet not know whe- 
ther there be any elſe, or what Authority 
you have left in the Church. It is yet ſome- 
thing ſtranger that a Biſbop of the Church, 
ſhould be frightening the Laity from a kind 
of Church Authority which is not claimed o- 
ver them, and yet be at the ſame time pretend- 
edly ignorant of what fort of Church Auths- 
rity they are under.' Here you have been 
preaching againſt that, which they are not 
concerned with ; but when you ſhould tell 
them what Rind of Authority they are con- 
cerned with, you have not one word of Inſtru- 
ction; but call upon the Committee to de- 
clare, Whether there be any ſuch thing as 
Church Authority which is not ate. My 

Lord, if there be not, to what purpoſe have 
you ſo often taken Refuge in the word Ab- 


ſolute ? Or where is the Honeſty or Reaſon 


of ſaying you have not denied a// Authority, 
but only that which is abſo/ute, if you be- 
lieve there is no Authority but what is ab/o- 
lute? It therefore your Lordſhip has made 
this Diſtinction with any degree of Sincerity, 
if you intended any thing more by it, than 
an artful playing with Words; it plainly lies 
at your Door to ſhew what Authority you 
have not touched; and that in ſuppoſing that 
which is abjolute, you neither have, nor in- 


tended to oppole ail Authority and Juriſdi- 


lion in Matters of Religion. But, inſtead 
of this, if the Learned Committee ſhould ex- 
| __ plan 
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plain to your Lordſhip what that Autho. 

rity is, which is not abjolate you only ven- 
ture ſo far as to ſay, that if there is any ſuch 
Authority, you are, for ought that you have 
ſaid, at liberty to declare * it *, Mighty 
cautiouſly expreſſed, my Lord Had a Cour. 
tier, who rather intends to amuſe than in- 
form, and talk artfully than fincerely, deli- 
vered himſelf in ſuch inconclufive Terms, it 
had nat been much Matter either of Wonder 
or Complaint. But for a B:/hop, who makes 
Sincerity to be of more worth than all the 
Chriſtian Religion; for this Biſhop, in a Cauſe 
which he declares himſelf ready to die in; in 
ſuch a Cauſe, as is of the laſt Conſequence to 
us all, as Men, Cbriſtians, and Proteſtants; 
for this Biſhop to ſay, / there be ſuch an 


Authority, inſtead of declaring whether there 


is or not; and to ſay, be is at liberty to de- 


.clare for it, inſtead of plainly ſaying whether 


he ought or not; however conſiſtent it may 
be with Sincerity, I am ſure it has too much 
the Appearance of the contrary. 

For ſeeing you are charged with denying 
all Authority in the Church, if you conſulted 
Plainneſs and Sincerity, if you regarded the 
Information of the Vulgar, and the Peace of 
the Church, which way could theſe Conſide- 
rations lead you to bud your ſelf ; but 
either to ſhow that there was a real Autho- 
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rity in the Church, which you had not op- 


poſed ; or elſe plainly to own that you had 


denied all Authority, becauſe all Authority 
of every kind is to be denied? But inſtead 
of declaring your ſelf openly and plainly for 


the ſake of Truth, Peace, and Sincerity, you ; 


take Refuge in Words, and ſecure your ſelf 
behind a Cloud of Properly's and Abſolutely's, 
to the Diſturbance of honeſt Minds, and to 
the Satisfaction of the Prophane. 

Since your Lordſhip calls out fo often to 
be told 4ohat that Authority is which obliges 
us to external Communion, I ſhall beg leave 
to offer theſe following Conſiderations upon 
this Head, and hope they will ſufficiently 
both aſſert and explain that Church Authori- 
ty or Obligation, which we are all under to 
join in external Communion. 

Your Lordſhip ſays; I know of no Church 
Authority to oblige any Chriſtians to exter- 
nal Communion ; nor any thing to determine 


them, but their own Conſciences*. I ſhall 


therefore beg leave to obſerve to your Lord- 
ſhip, what Authority there is to oblige All 
Chriſtians to external Communion; and to 
ſhow, that they are no more left at liberty in 
this Matter, than they are at liberty to feal or 
murder. ki 

I ſuppoſe it is not proper or true, to ſay, 
that you know of no Authority to oblige 
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any ' Chriſtians, or any thing to keep them 
from the Practice of Stealing, but their own 
Conſciences; [becauſe there is the expreſs Au- 
thority of God againſt this Pradtice. Now if it 
would be improper and falſe to ſay this, be- 


- cauſe the Authority of God has ſo plainly ap- 


peared in it; I ſhall eaſily prove, that it is as 
falſe and improper to ſay, that we have no- 
thing but our Conſciences to determine us in the 
Caſe of external Communion, ſince the Au- 
thority of God is as expreſs in obliging us to 
this external Communion, as in requiring us to 
be juſt and honeſt in all our Dealings. 

I defire no more to be granted me here, 
than that it is neceflary to be a Chriſtian, and 
that we are called upon by the Authority of 
God to embrace this Religion as neceſſary to 
Salvation. This, my Lord, is the expreſs 
Doctrine of the Scriptures ; ſo that I hope 1 
may preſume upon it, as granted by your 
Lordſhip, that there is an Authority to oblige 
People to be Chriſtians, and that this Autho- 
rity makes it as neceſſary, that they ſhould 
be Chriſtians, as it is neceſſary to obey God, 
and conform to his Will. 

Firſt ; If Chriſtianity be a Method of Life 
neceſſary to Salvation, then we are neceſſa- 
rily cbliged to external Communion ; for we 
can no other way appear to be Chriſtians, ei- 
ther to our ſelves or others, but by this ex- 


ternal Communion. A Perſon who lives in 


a Cloyſler, may as well be taken for a Field 
General, 
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General, as he who is not in external Com- 
munion, for a Chriſtian. For the Chriſtian 
Religion is a Method of Worſhip diſtinct from 
all others, in thoſe Offices and Duties —_— 
conſtitute external Communion ; © ſo that i 
you are ſo far obliged to be a Chriſtian, as to 
ſerve God differently from other People, you 
are obliged to external Communion, becauſe 
that Service which diſtinguiſhes the Chriſtian 
Worſhipper from all other People, is ſuch a 
Service as cannot be performed but in an ex 
ternal Communion in ſuch and ſuch Offices, 
viz. Profeſſions of Faith, joint Prayers, and 
the Obſervance of the Sacraments. Exter- 
nal Communion is only another Word for 
the Profeſſion of Chriſtianity, becauſe the ſe- 
veral Duties and Obligations which concern 
any one as a Chriſtian, and diſtinguiſh him 
from other People, are Duties which neceſ- 
ſarily imply external Communion, as walking 
implies Motion. Therefore to aſk whether a 
Chriſtian be obliged to external Communion, 
is to aſk whether a Perſon who is obliged to 
walk, be obliged to move. The ſhort is this; 
No Man can be a Chriſtian, but by taking 
upon him the Profeſſion of Chriſtianity ; the 
Profeſſion 'of Chriſtianity is nothing elſe but 
external Communion with Chriſtians; there- 
fore it is as neceſſary to be in external Com- 
munion, as to be a Chriſtian. | 
I hope I need not prove to your Lordſhip, 
that there is an Authority to oblige People 3 
$01 | E 
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the Profeſſion of Chriſtianity; intending here 
only to prove, that the ſame Authority o- 
bliges us. to external Communion. 

Had your Lordſhip therefore declared to 
the World, that you know of no Authority 
to oblige People to be Chriſtians, it had been 
as innocent and true a Declaration, as this you 
have made concerning external Communion ; 
there being plainly the ſame Authority oblig- 
ing us to the one, as to the other., For, my 
Lord, what is implied in external Commu- 
nian, but our communicating. with our Fel- 
low Chriſtians in thoſe Acts of Worſhip and 
Divine Service which Chriſtianity requires of 
us? And what Marks or Tokens can we ſhew 
of our Chriſtianity, but that we are of the 
Number of thoſe who are baptized into 
Chriſt's Church, for the joint Worſhip of God 
in that particular Service which the Chriſtian 
Religion has taught us? So that if we prove 
our {elves Chriſtians, we muſt prove our ſelves 
in this external Communion, becauſe to be a 
Chriſtian implies no more, than the being of 
the Number of thoſe who viſibly unite and 
join in ſuch Acts and Offices of Divine Wor- 
ſhip, as are proper to Chriſtians. If therefore 
there be no Authority to oblige us to external 
Communion, then no one is obliged to be a 
Chriſtian. | : 

Secondly ; If there be o Authority to o- 
blige, or any thing to determine Chriſtians 
to external Communisn but their own Con- 

ſciences, 


1 . 


ſciences, then it is plain, it is as lawful for 
all Chriſtians to be their own Preſs, and 
confine themſelves to a private Worſhip ſepa- 
rate from every Chriſtian in the World, as 
to join in external Communion. For where 
there is no Authority or Obligation to deter- 
mine our Practice, there the thing muſt needs. 
be indifferent ; and to do it or let it alone, 
muſt be equally lawful. If there was no Au- 
thority which obliged us to be baptized, it 
would not only be /awfz/ to let it alane, but 
zdle to trouble our Heads about it. The ſame 
1s true of this external Communion ; if we 
are under no Law concerning it, it 1s no 
part of our Duty either to do it, or let it 
alone, | 
It cannot here be ſaid, that though we are 
not obliged to external Communion with this 
or that Church, yet we ought to join with 
ſome particular Perſons, and not worſhip God 
conſtantly by qur ſelves, and perform no Of- 
fices with other People. For it we are obliged 
to communicate with any one Perſon in the 
World, we are to hold Communion with the 
whole Church of Chriſt. For we are not o- 
liged to communicate with this or that par- 
ticular Perſon on account of any Civil or Na- 
zural Relation, but as we are Chriſtians, and 
from the Common Nature of our Chriſtianity. 
Since therefore our Obligation to communi- 
- cate with any particular Perſons, does not ariſe 
from any private particular Relation, but 
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from the common Nature of our Religion; 
this does equally oblige us to hold Commu- 
nion with a// Chriſtians, as with any parti- 
cular Chriſtians, they being all equally rela- 
ted to us as Chriſtians; and conſequently it 
is as neceſſary to hold Communion with the 
external viſible Church, as with any particu- 
lar Chriſtian. From this alſo it is plain, that 
it is as lawful to avoid Communion with e- 
very particular Chriſtian in the World, as to 
refuſe Communion with any ſound Part of 
the Church on Earth. 

I beg of your Lordſhip to produce but one 
Argument, why any tuo or three ſhould meet 
together for the Service of God, which will 
not equally prove it neceſſary that Chriſtians 
ſhould join in external Communion. May it 
all be laid aſide, my Lord? Need there be 
no more of this aſſembling our ſelves together 
for performing of Duties, which we thought 
we could not perform ſeparately ? 

I have ſhown in my ſecond Letter, that 
your Lordſhip cannot conſiſtently with your 
Principles, urge any Reaſons to any Diſſenters 
to come over to the Church of England; 
and here, my Lord, it will appear, that you 
have not one Argument againſt the Ab/enters 
from all Publick Worſhip, For it would be 
as odd and unreaſonable in your Lordſhip to 
offer any Argument to ſuch an Abſenter, why 
he ſhould join in ſome Publick Worſhip, after 
you have denied an Authority which obliges 

us 
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us to external Communion, as it would be 
for an Atheiſt who had denied the Neceſlity 
of any Religion, to perſuade a Man to be a 
fincere Mahometan. 

If your Lordſhip ſhould tell this Mſenter 
from all Communions, that he ought to join 
with ſome Communion or other in the Wor- 
ſhip of God; might he not fairly ask your 
Lordſhip, how you came to tell the World 
that you know of no Authority to oblige any Chri- 
flians, or any thing to determine them to ex- 
ternal Communion ? Can any one be obliged 
to join in Divine Service, who is not obliged 
to external Communion? Couid any one 
imagine that if he was not obliged to join in 
external Communion, that it was not lawful 
to ſtay at home? Could he think that when 
your Lordſhip was declaring againſt any O- 
bligation to Church Communion, that you 
meant he ought to join himſelf with ſome of 
the Diſſenters? Had your Lordſhip plainly 
declared, that no Chriſtian need read any Book 
in the World, could you conſiſtently with 
your ſelf offer any Arguments why he ſhould 
read the B:ble? Yet this is as conſiſtent, as 
to defire any Perſon te communicate with 
any Body of Chriſtians, after you have plain- 
ly diſowned any Obligation to External Com- 
munion. | | 

For whatever Arguments your Lordſhip can 
offer to an Mſenter from all Publick Worſhip, 
may be anſwered in this manner. Either 
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* your Arguments for my joining with any 
« Chriſtians, are invented by your ſelf, and 
of your own making, or they are not; if 
they are Fictions of your Lordſhip s, and de- 
* ſtitute of any Foundation in the Will or 
Authority of God, then they are vain and 
eto no Purpoſe; but that all ſuch Arguments 
* are mere Fictions and Inventions of your 
* own, is plain from your Lordſhip's expreſs 
Declaration, that you Ane of no Autho- 
e rity, or any thing to oblige or determine 
« Chriſtians to external Communion ; ſo that 
* all the Arguments you can offer for my 
* external Communion, are declared by your 
© ſelf to be ſuch as are of. zo Authority, or 
© have any thing in them to determine me to 
external Communion.” 

And indeed, had your Lordſhip firſt decla- 
red that there was no ſuch thing as Figure in 
Bodies, and then pretended to prove that the 
World is round, it would be no more miracu- 
lous, than firſt to give out, that no Chriſtians 
are obliged to external Communion, and af- 
terwards ky upon you to perſuade any one 
to join himſelf to ſome Body of Chriſtians. 
Here therefore your Lordſhip has ſo preached 
up and advanced this Kingdom of Chriſt, that 
conſiſtently with your ſelf, you cannot ſo much 
as require any one to be a viſible Member of 
it, or offer the leaſt Shadow of an Argument, 
why an Abſenter ſhould rather go to ſome 

Church, than truſt to his own Religion at 
| home. 


” ; 
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home. Your Lordſhip wrote a Treatiſe ſome 
Years ago on the Reaſonableneſs of Confor- 
mity to the Church of England. But pray, 
my Lord, where is the Reaſonableneſs of 
conforming, if we are under no Obligation to 
conform? Where is the Reaſonablenets of do- 
ing that, which is not our Duty to do? 
Where can be the Reaſonableneſs of going 
two or three Miles to Church for the ſake of 
external Communion, if there be no Autho- 
rity, or any thing to determine us to external 
Communion? Can it be reaſonable to ſpend 
our Time and ſome Part of our Wealth in 
making up ſuch Meetings, as God has not 
required at our Hands ? 

Your Lordſhip muſt either therefore retract 
what you have ſaid, and allow that there is 
an Authority to oblige us to external Com- 
munion, or acknowledge that no Chriſtians. 
are under any Obligations to ſerve God in 
any Communion, but may confine themſelves 
to a private Religion, ſeparate from every o- 
ther Chriſtian in the World. That is, that 
no one is obliged to worſhip God in the pub- 
lick Aſſembly, or join with any one elſe in 
the Service of God. 

Thirdly ; If there be no Authority to ob- 
lige us to external Communion, then it may 
well be queſtioned, how your Lordſhip can an- 
ſwer for your joining in external Communion 
in the Church of Eng/and. Your Lardſhip 
knows that the Communion of the Church of 
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England, gives great Offence to the Pap! 
and Proteſtant Diſſenters of all kinds; how 
then can your Lordſhip juſtify your doing 
that, which you need not do, which gives ſo 
much Scandal to ſo many tender Conſciences? 

Will your Lordſhip be of a Church, though 
it is this very Church Communion that is ſo 


very offenſive ? Your Lordſhip knows that 


the Animoſities and Church Diviſions amongſt 
Chriſtians is one of the moſt ſore Evils under 
the Sun ; that all the Party Heats and Con- 
troverſies are concerning whom we are to com- 
municate with, and in Defence of particular 
external Communions. Now, my Lord, what 
ſhould that Chriſtian do, who is all Sincerity, 
who believes there is no Obligation to exter- 
nal Communion, and who ſces that the pre- 
tended Neceſſity of it, cauſes all the Diffe- 
rence and Diviſion amongſt Chriſtians? Can 
that /ncere Perſon who believes and knows 
all this, keep at the Head of a particular 
Communion ? Can he ſupport ſo unneceſſary, 
ſo need/eſs an Evil? Can that ſincere Perſon 
be a Bi/hop in that Communion, which ſtands 
diſtinguiſhedfrom other external Communions, 
chiefly as it is epiſcopal Communion, when he 
allows there is no Neceflity of being in Com- 
munion either with Biſhops or any body elſe ? 
Could that Pope be reckoned fincere, who 
ſhould declare that he knew of no Authority, 
or any thing to determine him to exerciſe the 
papal Powers could he be a fincere * 
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if he yet continued to exercife them to the 
Scandal” and Offence of ſo many Chriſtian 
Countries ? If he could, ſo might your Lord- 
ſhip for continuing at the Head of an exter- 
nal Communion, which divides and diſturbs 
Chriſtians, though you know of u Authority 
| fo oblige, or any thing to determine you to this 
external Communion. 
Surely your Lordſhip will have more Com- 
| paſſion at liſt for your diſſenting Brethren, 
| more Concern for the Peace of Chriſt's King- 
| dom, than to keep up ſuch unneceſſary Com- 
munions, and diſturb ſo many weak Conſcien- 
ces, by joining externally in the Church of 
England, when you know of no Authority, 
lor any thing to eblige you to join with any 
| _ 
uppoſe the Peace of Great Britain was 
[adorns deſtroyed by Party Rage and Diſ- 
pute about the Stars. Would your Lordſhip 
head one Party of Star- gagers againſt ano- 
ther ? Would you join your ſelf to ſuch a vain 
and uſeleſs Cauſe at the Expence of the pub- 
lick Peace? Now, my Lord, if there be nc- 
bing to oblige us to external Communi on, 
t is all a Triffe, and mere Star-gazing ; and 
Perſon who appears in the Cauſe, and at the 
ead of this external Communion, can be no 
ore a Friend to Chriſtianity, by keeping up 
uch an unneceſſary Cauſe of Diviſion, than 
e could be a good Subject, who ſhould join 
the needleſs idle Quarrels of Star-gazing 
Party- 
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Party-men. In a Word, if your Lordſhip 
knows of any thing that obliges you to con- 
tinue in the Church of England, you ought 
not to have ſaid that you know of no Autho- 
rity to oblige, or any thing to determine any 
Chriſtian to external Communion : But if you 
know of nothing that obliges you to conti- 
nue in the Church of England, then you 
ought rather to leave it, than to bear a part 
in ſo needleſs a Community, and which gives 
ſo much Offence to all thoſe who diſlike the 
Terms of it. | 

Fourthly ; If there be no Authority to ob- 


lige us to external Communion, how comes 


there to be ſuch a Sin as Schi/m? How comes 
the Schiſmatic, or Divider of Communions, Þ 


to be ſo frequently in the Scriptures ranked 
amongſt the moſt guilty Offenders ? 

Can it be a Sin to be divided, unleſs we are 
under ſome Obligation to be united ? 
It has been always granted that Schiſim is 
the Separation of our ſelves from ſuch a Com- 
munion of Chriſtians, as we ought to have held 
Communion with. Now if ſeparate Worſhip 
from any Chriſtians in the World be the Sin 
of Schiſm, then there muſt be ſome Law that 
obliges thoſe Schiſmatics to join with thoſe 


Chriſtians, from whom they ſeparate, and 


_ conſequently there is an Authority which ob- 
liges Chriſtians to external Communion. 
Your Lordſhip muſt either ſhow that Schi/m 
does not conſiſt in refuſing to communicate 
with 
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with ſome Chriſtians, or that though it be the 
damnable Sin of Schiſm to refuſe Communion 
with ſome Chriſtians, yet there is no Autho- 
rity to oblige us to external Communion with 
any Chriſtians ; 2. e. that though Schiſm be a 

Sin, yet it is the Tranſgreſſion of no Law. 
The Apoſtle ſays, Mark thoſe who cauſe 
Divifions contrary to the Traditions which 

Je have learned of me, and avoid them. M 

Lord, what ſtrange Language is this, if there 
is nothing to oblige us to external Communi- 
on? If there is no Obligation to be united, 
why muſt they be marked who cauſe Divi- 
ſions? If there be no Authority that requires 
external Communion at our Hands, why muſt 
| thoſe Perſons be avoided who prevent external 

Communion ? | | 

Either the Apoſtle, or your Lordſhip muſt 
be mightily miſtaken; the Apoſtle tells us 
that Diviſions in the Church are contrary to 
the Doctrine which he had taught, and there- 
fore there is the expreſs Authority of the A- 
poſtle to oblige us to external Communion, 
But your Lordſhip ſays there is no Authority 
to oblige us to this Duty, therefore you muſt 
cither maintain that the Apoſtle taught no ſuch 
Doctrine, though he ſaid he had, or that there 
is no Authority in his Doctrine to oblige us. 

I ſuppoſe, my Lord, that the Apoſtle by 
Divifions here means external viſible Divi- 
n frons, becauſe he bids them Mark thoſe who 
ate cauſe them, and avi them ; for inviſible 
ny £ Internal 
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internal Diviſions can no more be marked, or 
inviſible Schiſmatics auoided, than we can 
mark Peoples Thoughts, or lock out a Spirit. 
If therefore the Diviſion here ſpoken of be ex- 
ternal Diviſion, then the Sin here condemned 
is a Breach of external Communion, and con- 
ſequently we are here required by the Apoſtle 
to join in external Communion ; unleſs we 
can ſuppoſe, that the Apoſtle could condemn 
thoſe who were externally divided, without 
meaning that they ought to be externally 
united. 

Fifthly; If there be no Authority to ob- 
lige us to external Communion, then there is 
no Authority to oblige us to be baptized. For 
Baptiſm is an external viſible Ordinance of 
God, which as plainly implies external Com- 


munion with others, as any Contract in the 


World implies Correſpondence with others. 
And any Perſon might as well be obliged to 
bargain and merchandize with others, with- 
out being obliged to be concerned with o- 
thers, as be obliged to be baptized, without 
being obliged to external Communion. 

For as we cannot baptize our ſelves, this 
ſhows that the Chriſtian Religion 1s not ſuited 
to the State of ſingle independent Perſons, but 
requires our external Communion to the Per- 
formance of its Obligations. And as we can- 
not be baptized by others, but by reſigning 
up our ſelves to the Obſervance of new Laws 
this plainly proves that the Perſon is baptize 
into 


( 173 ) 
into a State of Society and external Commu- 
nion. That Baptiſm does not leave the bap- 
tized Perſon to a ſeparate independent Wor- 
ſhip, is very plain from the following In- 
ſtances. 

The Church of England, in the Office for 
Baptiſm, thus expreſſes her ſelf: Ve receive 
this Perſon into the Congregation of Chriſt's 
Flack, &c. Again, Seeing now This 
Perſon is regenerated and grafted into the 
Body of Chriſt's Church, &c. I ſhould think 
it very plain, my Lord, to every Reader, that 
theſe Paſſages ſhow that Baptiſm neceſſarily 
implies external Communion, and puts 1t out 
of the Power of every baptized Perſon to re- 
fuſe external Communion, unleſs he will 
break through the Conditions of his Baptiſm, 
For can we be received into the Congrega- 
tion of Chriſt's Fleck, without being obliged 
to keep up this Congregation, or to perform 
any Duties or Offices conſidered as a Congre- 


: gation or Flock ? Can we in any Senſe be con- 


dered as a Con gregation or a Flock, but in 
our Communion i in thoſe Offices which ſhew 


x us to be Chriſt's Flock? Can we be ſaid to 


be grafted into the Body of Chriſt s Church, if 
ve are at liberty never to meet as a Church, 
1 Wor act as a Church? 
t The Apoſtle ſays, For by one Spirit we are 
» al baptized into one Body *. What can 


—— 


® 3 Cor. 13. 13. 
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more manifeſtly denote external Communion, 
than this Account of Baptiſm ? Can we be 
baptized into one Body, and not be obliged 
to act as a Body? Can we act as a Body, by 
running away from one another, and refuſing 
to unite in that Service, into which we are 
baptized? I ſuppoſe we are here to be con- 
ſidered as a Chriſtian Body; but how a Num- 
ber of People can be a Chriſtian Body, who 
are not united in Chriſtian Worſhip, is hard 
to conceive. | 

When therefore you declare that you know 
of no Authority to oblige Chriſtians to exter- 
nal Communion, you deſert the Doctrines of 
Chriſt, as plainly as if you ſaid, that you 
know of no Authority which obliges People 
to be baptized. - - 7 

Sixthly ; If there be no Authority to o- 
blige, nor any thing to determine us to ex- 
ternal Communion, then there is no Autho- 
rity to oblige, nor any thing to determine us 
to communicate in the bleſſed Sacrament of 
the Body and Blood of Chriſt, For if there 
is any Law which obliges us to join exter- 
nally in the Obſervance of this Inſtitution, 
then it is out of all doubt, that we are obliged 
to external Communion. Now if you will ſay 
that there 1s no Law of God as to this Mat- 
ter, then the thing itſelf muſt needs be indif- 
ferent, and private Maſs muſt be allowed to 
be as right and lawful, as a joint Communion 
in the Holy Sacrament. Either therefore you 

mu 
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muſt defend private Maſs, or ſhow ſome Au- 
thority againſt it; if you can produce any 
Authority againſt it, then you produce an 
Authority for external Communion, and con- 
tradict your other Declaration, where. you 
give out, that you do not know of any thing 
to determine us to external Communion, 
From all this it plainly appears, what kind 
of Authority that is, which obliges us to ex- 
ternal Communion ; it is that ſame Autho- 
rity which obliges us to be baptized, to re- 
ceive the Communion, to profeſs the ſame 
Faith, to worſhip God in the publick Aſſem- 
blies, and to avoid the Sin of Schiſm ; or, in 
a word, that ſame Authority which obliges 
us to be Chri ;ftians. 

For all the Offices of Chriſtian Worſhip 
-JInd Devotion which conſtitute external Com- 
.. © munion, are every one expreſsly required by 
- God; and therefore external Communion, 
18 which conſiſts only of theſe — is equally 
required by God. b 
re And this Authority may be very juſtly 
r- © called Church Authority, becauſe it ariſes 
1, | from the very Nature of the Church, becauſe 
ed it is the Hiſtitution of the Church, from 
ay hence this Obligation-toCommunion ariſeth. 
t- For Chriſt has inſtituted this Church, in order 
if- to oblige Mankind to enter into it for the 
to Salvation of their Souls: As the Church 
on therefore is inſtituted for this End, the Exiſ- 
ou ence of the Church lays an Obligation upon 
aſt all, 


j 
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| 

| 
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all, who have any Opportunity, of entering 
into it ; and this Obligation will laſt as long 
as the Church of Chriſt ſhall laſt. The ſhort 
is this; God has inſtituted an Order or So- 
ciety of People, for the particular manner of 
ſerving and worſhipping him ; this Society is 
not a voluntary one, which we may be Mem- 
bers of, or not, as we pleaſe ; but it carries, 
in its very Nature and Institution, an Autho- 
rity obliging us all, as we hope for Happineſs, 
to be Members of it ; we are obliged to be of 
the Church, becauſe-Chriſt has zn/?:#uted the 
Church; therefore it is the Inſtitution of the 
Church, which lays us under an Obligation 
of entering into it; and this, and no other, 
is that Church Authority which obliges all Peo- 
ple to external Communion. 19 f 
Farther; This may be very properly calle 
Church Authority, becauſe it was in the 
Church, or that Order of Men, which Chriſt 
had inſtituted, before the Scriptures were 
written. | | 
When there was only this Order of Men, 
before the Writings of the New Teſtament 
were in being, there was then this Authority 
ariſing from that inſtituted Order of Men, 
which obliged others to enter into Communion 
with them ; therefore this Authority which 
began wich the Exiſtepce of the Church, and 
flowed from the' very Nature of the Church, 
may very juſtly be called Church Authority. 


If 
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If it ſhould be aſked, whether this Autho- 
rity be abſolute ? I anſwer, it is juſt as abſo- 
Jute, as that Authority which obliges us to 
be baptized. Our Saviour has told us, that 
if we are not baptized, we ſhall be damned: 
Here therefore is an Authority for Baptiſm ; 
the Scripture has not ſaid whether this be ſo 

. abſolutely obliging, that there is no room in 
any Caſe for a Diſpenſation; therefore it is 
no Caſe which concerns us. Now the Autho- 
rity which obliges us to external Communion, 
is juſt upon the ſame Terms; the thing is as 
plainly required as Bapti/m ; but whether in 
any Caſes it will be diſpenſed with, is what 
we have nothing to do with, If there be a- 
ny Sincerity, any Weakneſs, any Ignorance, 
or the Want of any thing which will excuſe 
thoſe who refuſe to be baptized, thoſe ſame 
Conſiderations may excuſe the Refuſal of ex- 
ternal Communion with the Church. 

This, my Lord, is the Nature of that 
Church Authority, which obliges to external 


» W Communion; it is that very ſame Authority 
f which obliges us to the Profeſſion of Chri/t:- 
y anify, or to enter into Covenant with God. 
, For he who is in external Communion with 


n the Church of Chriſt, is of the Church of 
h Chriſt, or in Covenant with God; and he 
d who is not in external Communion, is not 
, of the Church of Chriſt, nor in Covenant 

with God; and conſequently it is that ſame 
1 Authority which obliges us to be Chriſtians, 
N | JT 


6 
or in Covenant with God, which obliges us 
to external Communion. 

So that when you ſay, you now of no 
Church Authority to oblige, or any thing to de- 
termine People to external Communion, it is di- 
realy ſaying, that you know of no Church 
Authority to oblige, or any thing to deter- 
mine them to the Profeſſion of Chriſtianity, 
or to enter into Covenant with God. 

Tf your Lordſhip ſhould here ſay, that you 
only meant, you know of no human Autho- 
rity to oblige People to external Commu- 
nion, Ge. 5 3 

To this it may be anſwered, that you might 
as well have meant nothing at all by it, as 
have meant this. For, 

Firſt; Suppoſe the Queſtion had been, 
whether there be any Authority, or what Au- 
thority it is, which obliges People to be bap- 
tized? and that in order to ſettle this Point, 
you had here declared, that you know of ns 
Church Authority to oblige, or any thing to de- 
termine them to be baptized, but their own Con= 
ſerences. e 

Could it be thought, my Lord, after this, 
that you had not denied all Authority for 
Baptiſm ? Could it be ſuppoſed, that by this 
Declaration, you only meant to deny, that 
the Authority which obliges us to be baptized, 
is Human or Civil Authority ? Could any one 
who only meant thus much, expreſs himſelf 
in this manner ? 


Yet 


1 

Fet thus it is, that you have expreſſed your 
ſelf in the Diſpute concerning our Obligations 
to external Communion, you Anow of 10 
Church Authority to oblige, or any thing to de- 
rer mine People to it; which makes it equally 
abſurd to ſuppoſe, that you only deny that 
our Obligation to external Communion ariſes 
from any human or civil Authority. | 

Secondly ; If you only meant to deny an 
human or civil Authority in this Matter, 
how came you not to ſay ſo? How came 
you not to tell us what Divine or Scrip- 
ture Authority there is to oblige us? Is it 
not as proper and as neceflary in a Diſpute 
about 74s Authority, to declare the true and 
right Authority, as: to proteſt againſt the 
wrong Authority.? But indeed nothing can 
be. more trifling than to ſay, that you have 
only denied any human or civil Authority in 
this Matter. 2 50 | 

For, my Lord, whoever imagined that our 
Obligations to profeſs Chriſtianity, that is, to 
be Members of Chriſt's Church,could proceed 
from any human Authority ? Human Autho- 
rity may and ought to encourage us in the 
Practice of our Chriſtian Duties; but that 
our Obligation to ſerve God as Chriſtians, 
that is, in the external Communion of the 
Church, ſhould ariſe from any human Au- 
thority, can be ſuppoſed by none, but thoſe 
who imagine Chriſtianity to be a Creature. of 


the State. 
68, N 2 Thirdly; 
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Thirdly ; You not only ſay that you know 
of no Church Authorioy to oblige, but alſo 
add theſe Words, nor any thing to determine 
People to external Communion, but their own 
Conſciences. | 

Now, my Lord, if you only meant to 
deny a human Authority in this Matter ; if 
you intended to own a Divine Authority to 
oblige us to external Communion; how come 
yon to expreſs your ſelf thus contrary to 
your Meaning ? For if you believe there is 
a Scripture or Divine Authority which o- 
bliges us to external Communion, ſurely this 
Authority is ſomething, and has ſome Right 


to determine us to external Communion ; yet 


you expreſsly ſay that you do not know of 


any thing to determine Chriſtians to external 
Communion... 

If it was aſked, whether Chriſtians are o- 
bliged to pray for their Enemies, and you 
ſhould anſwer, I do not know any thing to 
determine them to pray for their Enemies ; 
would ic not be Nonſenſe, and Contradiction 
after this Declaration, to ſuppoſe, that you ac- 
knowledge that the Scriptures require Chri- 
ſtians to pray for their Enemies? 

But to ſuppoſe, that you acknowledge a 
Divine or Scripture Authority which obliges 
to external Communion, after you have ex- 
preſsly declared that you do not know of any 
thing to determine us to external Commu- 


nion, is equally contradictory, 
| Laſtly 5 
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Laſtly; You ſay you do not know of any 

thing to determine Chriſtians. to external Com- 
munion, but their own Conſciences, 

Now this farther ſhews, that you deny all 
Divine as well as Human Authority to de- 
termine us to external Communion. For if 
there was a Divine Law which required this 
Practice, we are no more left ſolely to our 
own Conſciences in this Practice, than if it 
was determined by an expreſs human Law. 

For can it be ſaid that the Jews had nothing 
but their own Conſciences to determine them 
to abſtain from Blood? Can it be ſaid that 
Chriſtians have nothing but their own Con- 
ſciences to determine them to receive the 
Holy Sacrament ? If this cannot be ſaid, be- 
cauſe there is a Divine Law in both theſe 
Caſes; then it is as falſe and abſurd to ſay, 
that there is nothing but our own Conſci- 
ences to determine us to external Commu- 
nion, if there be a Divine Authority which 
requires this Practice. And conſequently, 
you have plainly denied all Divine or 
Scripture Authority for external Communion, 
when you ſay that you do not know of any 
thing to determine People to external Com- 
munion, but their own Conſciences, The 
ſhort is this; if you will ſay, that you own 
a Divine and Scripture Authority which o- 
bliges us to external Communion; and if you 


will allow this Authority to be Something, 


N * then 
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then your Contradiction in this Matter, is as 
ren and groſs as ever appeared in any 

ritings; for you have expreſsly ſaid, that 
you do not know of any thing to determine 
us to external Communion : But if you own 
a Scripture Authority that obliges us to ex- 
ternal Communion, then your Contradiction 
proceeds thus, that you do know of /ome- 
thing, but you do not know of any thing to 
determine us to external Communion. It you 
will not aſcert both Parts of this Contradiction, 
then you muſt ſtand to that which you have 
aſſerted, viz. that you do not know of any 
thing to determine us to external Commu- 
nion, which I have already ſhown, is the 
ſame thing as declaring, you know of no Au- 
thority, or any thing to determine People to 
profeſs Chriſtianity, or enter into Covenant 
with God. But to proceed, 

If you ſhould fay that you do not deny an 
Authority that obliges us to external Commu- 
nion in general, but only an Authority that 
can oblige us to any particular external Com- 
munion. 

To this I anſwer, that this is a groundleſs, 
falſe Diſtinction; for our Obl:gation to exter- 
nal Communion with the Church of Chriſt ; in 
general, and our Obligation to external Com- 
munion with this or that particular Church, 
is exactly one and the ſame Obligation. 

* For we are not obliged to join with this or 
that particular Church, for any private, par- 

| ticular 
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ticular Reaſons, but becauſe we are obliged 
to be Chriſtians, or of the Church of Chriſt. 
And as no ſound Part of Chriſt's Church, is 
more his Church than another ſound part, ſo 
if we ſeparate from any ſound part, we are as 
truly out of Chriſt's Church, as if we had ſe- 
parated from every part. And we can give 
no Reaſons for ſeparating from ſuch a part, 
but ſuch as will equally juſtify our ſeparating 
from every part of Chriſt's Church ; and con- 
ſequently there can be no Reaſons offered wh 
we ſhould be Chriſtians, or of the Church of 
Chriſt, but will equally oblige us to enter in- 
to that particular part of Chriſt's Church which: 
offers itſelf to us. For the whole Intent of 
entering into this or that particular Charch, 
is only to be a Chriſtian, or of the Church of 
Chriſt, and therefore it muſt be one and the 
ſame Authority which obliges us to be Chri- 
ſtians, that obliges us alſo to be of any par- 
ticular Church. | 

 _ There is a Scripture Authority which obliges 
us to forgive our Enemies: Now it would be 
as proper to ſay, that though there is an Au- 
thority which obliges us to forgive our Ene- 
mies in general, yet that Authority does not 
oblige us. to forgive our particular Ene- 
mies, as to ſay, that though we are . obliged 
to be of the Church of Chriſt in general, yet 
we are not obliged to be of this or that par- 
ticular part of Chriſt's Church. 
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then your Contradiction i in this Matter, is 49 
— and groſs as ever appeared in any 

ritings; for you have expreſsly ſaid, that 
you do not know of any thing to dete: mine 
us to external Communion : But if you own 
a Scripture Authority that obliges us to ex- 
ternal Communion, then your Ccntradidtion 
proceeds thus, that you do know of ſome- 
thing, but you do not know of any thing to 
determine us to external Communion. If you 
will not aſcert both Parts of this Contradiction, 
then you muſt ſtand to that which you have 
aſſerted, viz. that you do not know of any 
thing to determine us to external Commu- 
nion, which I have already ſhown, is the 
ſame thing as declaring, you know of no Au- 
thority, or any thing to determine People to 
profeſs Chriſtianity, or enter into Covenant 
with God. But to proceed, - 

If you ſhould fay that you do not deny an 
Authority that obliges us to external Commu- 
nion in general, but only an Authority that 
can oblige us to any particular external Com- 
munion. 

To this I anſwer, that this is a groundleſs, 
falſe Diſtinction; for our Ob[:gation to exter- 
nal Communion with the Church of Chriſt i in 
general, and our Obligation to external Com- 
munion with this or that particular Church, 
is exactly one and the ſame Obligation. 

* For we are not obliged to join with this or 
that particular Church, for any private, par- 

| ticular 
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ticular Reaſons, but becauſe we are obliged 
to be Chriſtians, or of the Church of Chriſt. 
And as no ſound Part of Chriſt's Church, is 
more his Church than another ſound part, ſo 
if we ſeparate from any ſound part, we are as 
truly out of Chriſt's Church, as if we had ſe- 
parated from every part. And we can give 
no Reaſons for ſeparating from ſuch a part, 
but ſuch as will equally juſtify our ſeparating 
from every part of Chriſt's Church ; and con- 
ſequently there can be no Reaſons offered why 
we ſhould be Chriſtians, or of the Church of 
Chriſt, but will equally oblige us to enter in- 
to that particular part of Chriſt's Church which 
offers itſelf to us. For the whole Intent of 
entering into this or that particular Charch, 
is only to be a Chriſtian, or of the Church of 
Chriſt, and therefore it muſt be one and the 
ſame Authority which obliges us to be Chri- 
ſtians, that obliges us alſo to be of any par- 
ticular Church. | 
| _ There is a Scripture Authority which obliges 
us to forgive our Enemies: Now it would be 
as proper to ſay, that though there is an Au- 
thority which obliges us to forgive our Ene- 
mies in general, yet that Authority does not 
oblige us. to forgive our particular Ene- 
mies, as to ſay, that though we are . obliged 
to be of the Church of Chriſt in general, yet 
we are not obliged to be of this or that par- 
ticular part of Chriſt's Church. 
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For the Church of Chriſt in general, as tru- 
ly conſiſts of theſe particular Parts, as our 


Enemies in general, conſiſt of our particular 
Enemies. 


So that, as it is one and the ſame Authori- 


ty which obliges us to forgive our Enemies, 
that obliges us to forgive our particular Ene- 
mies, ſo it is one and the ſame Authority that 
obliges us to be Chr:i/t:ans, that obliges us 
alſo to communicate with that particular 
ſound part of Chriſt's Church where we live. 


There is therefore no room for this Diſtin- 
ction, to ſuppoſe, that though we may be o- 


bliged to be of Chriſt's Church, yet we are not 
obliged to be of this or that particular ſound 
part of Chriſt's Church; it being fully as ab- 
ſurd, as to ſuppoſe that we may be obliged to 
be Chriſtians, and yet not be obliged to be 
Chriſtians, 

When therefore you declare, that you know 
of no Church Authority to oblige, or any 
thing to determine us to external Commu» 
nion, it will be to no purpoſe to ſay, that 
you do not mean Communion with the Church 
of Chriſt in general, but only with any par- 
ticular part of Chriſt's Church ; for I have 
ſhown that this Diſtinction is falſe, and fully 
as abſurd, as to imagine, that we may be o- 


bliged to obey Chriſt's Commands in general, 


but not be obliged to obey his particular 
Commands, WY | 


» From 


(185) 
From what has been ſaid upon this Sub- 
je, theſe following Propoſitions are plainly 


true : 


Firſt ; That as our entering into any parti- 


cular part of the Church, implies our entering 
into the Church of Chriſt, or in other Words, 
our embracing Chriſtianity ; it evidently fol- 
lows, that the ſame Authority which requires 
us to embrace Chriſtianity, requires us alſo to 
enter into that ſound part of Chriſt's Church 
where we live. 

Secondly ; That this Authority does not 
ariſe from any human Laws, or the Power 
which any Men in what Station ſoever have 
over others, but is the Authority of God, 
who has inſtituted this Church, in order to 
oblige all Mankind to enter into it. 

Thirdly ; That this Authority from God, 
may be very properly called Church Authority, 
becauſe God manifeſted this Authority to 
the World by the Inſtitution of the Church, 
becauſe it began with the Church, and flowed 
from its very Nature; Mankind being there- 
fore obliged to enter into this Church, be- 
_— there was ſuch a Church 7nſtituted by 

od. 

Fourthly ; That this Account does not in 
the leaſt make it either unjuſt or improper, 
in our ſþ:ritual or temporal Governours, to 
make Laws for our Conformity to this or 
that part of Chriſt's Church ; for though the 
Authority which makes it neceſſary 'that we 

ſhould 
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ſhould enter into ſuch a part of Chriſt's 


Church, is from God, yet this no more ex- 


cludes our Governours from requiring the ſanie 


thing by their Laus, than they are excluded 


from requiring us to obſerve any moral Du- 


ties, becauſe the ſame moral Duties are made 
neceſſary by the Authority of God. And as 
our Wolation of any moral Duties that are 
commanded, both by Divine and Human 
Laws, receives an higher Aggravation, ſo the 
Guilt of oppoſing any ſound part of Chriſt's 
Church is enhanced, by our breaking through 
the Laws both of God and Man. Ky 

Fifthly ; From this Account of the Autho- 
rity which obliges us to external Communion, 
it will be very eaſy to diſcover the Weakneſs 
and Fallacy of ſeveral of your Lordſhip's Ar- 
guments upon this Matter. 

Thus when you ſay, 47 7s evident that there 
is no Choice of Judgment left to Chriſtians, 
where there is a ſuperior Authority to oblige 
them ; that in Italy, or Spain, or France, 
they are as much obliged by the Church Autho- 
rity in . Spain, or France, as Chriſtians 
in England are obliged to a particular external 
Communion in England, by any human Autho- 
rity, as ſuch, in England “. | 

Now, my Lord, what could you have 
thought of leſs to the Purpoſe, than theſe 
Words thus put together ? For does any one 
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ſay, that our Obligation to be of the Church 
of England, ariſes from any human Authority, 
as ſuch, in England? No, my Lord, if human 
Authority ſhould not only deſert the Church, 
but make the ſevereſt aws againſt it, yet we 
ſhould be ſtill under the ſame Neceſſity of 
communicating with it ; becauſe that Neceſſi- 
ty is independent of human Laws, is founded 
upon the Authority of God, and conſtantly 
obiiges in the ſame Degree, let the Laws of 
the Srate be what they will. g 
Granting therefore, my Lord, that the hu= 
man Authority, as ſuch, in France or Spain, 
obliges the People of thoſe Kingdom to con- 
form to thoſe Churches, as truly as the Laws 
of England oblige the People of England to 
conform to the Church of England, What 
follows ? Does it follow that therefore the 
People of France or Spain are as truly ob- 
liged to Communion with the Church in thoſe 
Kingdoms, as the People of England are ob- 
liged to Communion with the Church in Eng- 
land? No, this will by no means follow; for 
ſince we ſhould hold the fame Neceſſity of 
joining *with the egen Church in Eng- 
land, though all the human Laws in England. 
ſhould forbid us; fince we allow only an ac- 
cidental and conditional Authorit in human 
Laws as they eſtabliſh any particular Reli- 
gion, it follows, that in France and Spain, &c. 
they ought to pay the ſame regard to human 
Laws, and no more continue in their Church 
9 %.4 ; FI Þ . X 2 R becauſe 
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becauſe it is eſlabliſbed, than we ought to 


leave our Church though it was perſecuted. 
The ſhort is this : 

The Church Authority which obliges us to 
external Communion with any particular part 
of Chriſt's Church, is that ſame divine Autho- 
rity which calls upon us to be baptized, and 
enter into Covenant with God. 

Now if human Laws, whether of Church 
or State, ſtrike in with this Authority, then 


they oblige us, as they do in other Caſes, 


where they require us to do that, which the 
Laws of God required before; but if human 
Laws, whether of Church or State, require 
us to enter into ſuch a Communion, as hath 
not the Authority of Chrift for it, or forbid 
our joining with ſuch a Communion as is a 


true part of Chriſt's Church, ſuch Laws are 


no more to be obſerved, than if they had e- 
ſtabliſhed 1dolatry, or forbid the Worſhip of 
the true God. For human Laws are not ſup- 
poſed to make it our Duty to enter into ſuch 
a Communion, but are applied as proper 
means to induce us to do that, which the 
Laws of God had made it our Duty to do 
before. And it is undeniably true, that though 
there ſhould be ever ſo many human Laws to 
command us to enter into any particular Com- 
munion, that we muſt not comply with ſuch 
Laws, unleſs it be in regard to ſuch a Com- 


munion, as it was our Duty to enter into, 


though no ſuch human Laws were in being. 
8 


0 
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So that human Laws create no Neceſſity of 
external Communion, any more than they 
create the Neceſſity of praying to God ; but 
they may be applied as very proper means to 
induce People to perform the Duty of exter- 
nal Communion, and to perform the Duty of 
Prayer to God. 

The Queſtion therefore in any Country is 
not this, whether the Laws either of their 
Church or State require us to enter in ſuch 
a Communion, but whether it be ſuch a Com- 
munion, as it would be our Duty to enter 
into, were there no human Laws to enjoin 
it, whether it be a part of Chriſt's Church, 
which we are obliged to enter into on Pain 
of everlaſting Damnation. 

When therefore you ſay, if the People of 
England are obliged by an human Authority, 
as ſuch, to enter into the Church of Eng- 
land, then the People of France, Spain and. 
Italy, are as truly obliged by the human Au- 
thority there to enter into thoſe particular 
Communions ; you ſay exceedingly true, but 
to no more purpoſe, than if you had made 
the following Declaration. 

If the People of England are obliged to 
enter into Communion with the Church of 
England by any Miktary Authority, as ſuch ; 
then the People of France, Spain, and Trah, 
are obliged to Communion with the Churches 
in Spain, France, and Italy, by the Military 
Authority, as ſuch, in Spain, France, and 4 

is, 


„„ 

This, my Lord, is as much to the Purpoſe 
as what you have faid; for our Obligation 
to enter into a particular Part of Chriſt's 
Church, is no more founded in any human 
Laws, as ſuch, than in any Military Autho- 
rity, as fuch ; but is founded in the Will of 
God, who has inſtituted the Church on Earth, 
and made our Salvation depend upon our En- 
trance into it. This is the Authority which 
obliges, this is the Neceſſity which lies upon 
us, to enter into any Part of Chriſt's Church. 

If therefore you would ſhow, that in Spain, 
or France, &c. they are under the ſame Ne- 
ceſſity of being of the Church in thoſe King- 
doms, which the People of England are of 
being Members of the Ep:/copal Church in 
England; you ought to ſhow that the Efta- 
bliſhed Church in Spain, or in France, is as 
truly a ſound Part of the Church of Chriſt, 
as the Eftabhſhed Church in England is a 
ſound Part of the Church of Chriſt ; and that 
the way of Worſhip there, is as certainly 
that neceſſary Method of Salvation which 
Chriſt has 7/tzzuted, as the way of Worſhip 
in the Church of England, is that neceſſary 
Method of Salvation which Chriſt has in- 
ſtituted. | 

For this is the only Authority or Neceſſity, 


which obliges us to enter into any Church 
in any Part of the World; namely, a Nece/- 
/ity of being Chriftians, by entering into that 
Church which Chriſt has inſtituted ; fo * 
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if this ſame Church be in Spain, and France, 

and England, then there is an equal Neceflity 

of being of the Church in each Kingdom; 

but if the Church in Spain be not the Church p 
which Chriſt has inſtituted, and the Church 
in England be that Church which Chriſt has 
inſtituted, then there is as great a Necęſſit 
of refuſing to communicate with che Churc 
in Spain, as of joining in Communion with 
the Church of England. | 

This therefore being the Nature of the Au- 
thority or Neceſſity which obliges to external 
Communion, nothing can be more trifling, 
than to argue from the Neceſs:fy of comply- 
ing with the Church in one Kingdom, to a 
Necefsity of complying with the Church in 
all other Kingdoms; unleſs you could demon- 

ſtrate, that becauſe the E/tabhj/hed Church in 

one Kingdom is the true Church of Chriſt, 
therefore the Eſtabliſbed Church in every other 

Kingdom is the true Church of Chriſt. 

Vet your Lordſhip has ſpent a great many 
Pages, in declaiming againſt any Authority or 
Necefs:ty which can oblige People to com- 
municate with the Church of England ; be- 
cauſe then there would be the ſame Neceſs:ty 
that the People of Spain, and. France, and 
Iraly, ſhould communicate with the Church 
in thoſe Kingdoms. But J hope the moſt or- 
dinary Reader will be able to tell your Lord- 
ſhip, | that there is no more good Senſe, much 
leſs Divinity, in this way of inſtructing the 

World, 
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World, than if you had ſaid, there is no N. 
ceſsity that the People of England ſhould be- 
lieve things which are true, becauſe then the 
People of Spain will be under the ſame Neceſ- 
_ fity of believing things which are falſe; and 
again, that there is no Neceſs:fy that in his 
Kingdom we ſhould comply with good Laws, 
becauſe in other Kingdoms People will be un- 
der the ſame Neceſſity of complying with 
wicked Laws. 

But to conclude this Point; I have here 
ſtated the Nature of that Authority vs Neceſ- 
y which obliges us to external Communion, 
that it does not ariſe' from the Laws of any 
Men, whether in Church or State, but from 
the Will and Authority of Chriſt, who has in- 
ſtituted ſuch external Communion, as a zeceſ- 
fary Method of Salvation. 

I have ſhown alſo, that human Laws, thou gh 
they, as ſuch, do not create a Neceſſity of 
external Communion, yet they have a very 
proper Signiſicancy, and are as uſeful in this 
Matter, as in any other Parts of our Duty. 
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Of Sincerity and Private Jud, gement. 


NN F you ſhould here ſay, that by de- 
1 — nying the Neceſſity of external Com- 

NA munion to ariſe from human Laws, 
as ſuch, I have reſolved. the Choice 


of a particular Communion into private 
Judgement. . 


To this I anſwer ; 

Firſt That by entering into any particu- 
lar Communion, we are to underſtand the 
fame thing as entering into the Church of 
Chri/t, or embracing the Religion which 
Chriſt has in/izuted. 

Secondly; That when Chriſt came into the 
World, People were left to their choice, whe- 
ther they would embrace Chriſtianity. 

_ Thirdly; That Chriſtianity is {till upon 
the ſame Terms with Mankind, and jt is ſtill | 
left to every one's ptivate Judgment, whe- _ 1.4 
ther he will comply with tizz Terms of Sal- [i 
vation, 8 b 

Fourthly; That this does not deſtroy the 
Force and Obligations of Authority, or make 
it without any Effect upon the Condition of 
Men. For it does by no means follow, that 
there is no Authority, or that there are 0 
Effects to be feared from ſuch Authority, be- 

O cauſe 
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cauſe Men may diſown it if they pleaſe. For 
to ſay there is nothing in Authority, that it 
is infignificant and without any Effect upon 
the Condition of Men, if they may uſe their 
private Judgements, is as ridiculous as to ſay, 
there is nothing in the Happineſs of Heaven, 
or Torments of Hell, that they can have 
no Effet upon the Condition of Men, be- 
cauſe Men may judge of theſe * as they 
leaſe. 

Fifthly; There is a Choice of Judgment 
left to us in every Part of our Duty; 

Whether we will believe a God, 

Whether we will worſhip him, 

Whether we will believe in Jeſus Chri/t, 

Whether we will acknowledge a World to 
come, | 

Whether we will believe there is ſuch a 
Place as Hell. 

And now, my Lord, is there 20 Authority 
- for theſe things, becauſe we are not forced to 
believe them againſt our Judgements * Have 
thoſe who refuſed to believe in Chriſt, no- 
thing to fear from his Authority, becauſe he 
appealed to their Reaſon, and left them to de- 
termine for themſelves? Is there no Autho- 
rity for the Torments of Hell, or nothing to 
be feared from that Authority, by thoſe who 
deny there is any ſuch Place. 

Now if there can be an Authority in theſe 
Matters, though the Uſe of private 'Fudgement 
is allowed in theſe ſame Matters, if this Au- 

thority 
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thority will condemn thoſe who acted con- 
trary to it; then it is certain, that there may 
be an Authority or Neceſſity which obliges us 
to be of ſuch a particular Religion, though 
the Exerciſe of our private Judgment is allowed 
in the Chcice of our Religion ; and that we 
may have as much to fear from acting con- 
trary to ſuch Authority, though by following 
our own Opinions, as they have who act con- 
trary to the Will of God in any other Reſpect, 
though by following their own Ovinions. 

So that an Authorrty or Neceſſity which obli- 
ges us to be of this or that particular Commu- 
nion, that is, particular Religion, is as con- 
ſiſtent with the Exerciſe of private Fudge- 
ment, as the Neceſſity of believing a God, 
and worthipping him, is conſiſtent with the 
Exerciſe of our One NONE 

And if you will fay, there is an end of all 
Authority, if Men may chuſe one Commu- 
nion before another; you mult alſo fay, that 
if Men might confider whether they ſhould 
follow Chriſt, then there was an end of all 
Authority in Chriſt over them. 

And again ; If Men may reaſon and con- 
ſider whether there be a God, or Providence, 
then there is an end of all Neceſſity of be- 
licving either a God, or Providence. 

If they may confider whether the Scriptures 
are the Word of God, or any particular Do- 
ctrines be contained. in Scripture, then there 
is an end of a/ Nece//ity of believing the 

9 2 Scriptures 
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| Scriptures to be the Word of God, or of be- 
lieving any particular Doctrines to be con- 
tained in Scripture. | 

If they may conſider and examine whether 
any particular Religion comes from God, 
then there is an end of all Neceſſity of recei- 
ving any particular Religion from God. 

All this Reaſoning is full as juſt, as to con- 
clude that there is an end of all Authority to 
oblige People to any particular Communion, 
if they may conſider the Excellency of one 
Communion above another, which is what 
you over and over declare. 

Now, my Lord, let us ſuppoſe that the 
Queſtion was, Whether it be neceſſary to be- 
lieve the Scriptures to be the Word of God? 
Would it not become every honeſt Man, not 
only to aſſert this Necęſſity, but to ſhow 
wherein it is founded, and explain to every 
one that Authority, which calls upon us to re- 
ceive the Scriptures as the Word of God, and 
which will riſe up in Judgment againſt us, if 
neglected. 33 

And what might we not juſtly think of 
him, who, inſtead of ſhowing the Authority 
or Neceſſity which obliges us to receive the 
Scriptures as the Word of God, ſhould deli- 
ver himſelf in this manner. | 

“ You are reaſoning whether there be a- 
« ny Authority or Neceſſity which obliges 
« you to receive the Scriptures as the Word 
« of God. Whereas your very Reaſoning 
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* upon this Matter, ſhows there is no Neceſ- 
* fity or Authority to which you are obliged 
* to ſubmit. For fince you are allowed to 
*« reaſon and enquire whether this be neceſ- 
« ſary, it is certain, there is an end of all Au- 
thority or Neceſſity, to oblige you to re- 
<« ceive the Scriptures as the Word of God; 
« and if vou do but fincerely follow your 
* own private Perſuaſions, you are intitled 
to the ſameDegrees of God's Fayour, he- 
ther you receiye the Scriptures as his Word 
*© or not.“ 

Now, my Lord, thus it is that you have 
inſtructed the World, in relation to the Au- 
thority which obliges us to external Commu- 
nion. 

The Queſtion is, Whether there be any Au- 
thority which obliges us to any particular 
external Communion ? 

Now, my Lord, what has any one to doin 
this Diſpute, but to ſhow whether Chriſt has 
inſtituted external Communion, or not? For 
on this alone muſt the Neęceſſity of it depend. 
And if it appears that external Communion 
be inſtituted by our Saviour as a Method of 
Salvation, then it will follow, that we are un- 
der a Neceffity, as we hope for Salvation, of 
being in that particular Method or Manner 
of external Communion, which Chriſt has in- 
ſtituted; ſo that unleſs it can be ſhown, that 
all pretended Chriſtian Communions, are as 
truly that Method, or particular Communion 
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which Chriſt has inſtituted, as any other 
Communion is; it muſt be as neceſſary to 
be in ſome one particular Communion, as 


it is neceſſary to obey Chriſt; and as dange- 


tous to join in ſome other Communions, as 
it dangerous to deſpiſe his Authority. 

But now your Lordſhip, inſtead of conſi- 
dering whot external Communion is inſtituted, 
and what Nece//ity ariſes fiom ſuch Hiſtitu- 
tion, or whites we may find ſuch external 
Communion, amongſt the many pretended 
Chriſtian Communions, has wholiy paſſed o- 


yer this Point, and determined the Queſtion, 


by telling us, that fince we are allowed the 
Uſe of our Reaſon in the Choice of Religion, 
it matters not what Authority we oppole, ei- 
ther of God or Man, and that there can be 
no Neceſity of dur being of any particular 
Commun on, but where our private Judg- 
ment /:ncerely directs us 

Thus you ſay; If the Excellency of one 
Communion above another may be regarded, 
then there is an End of ali human Authority 
to oblige us to one particular external Com- 
munion*. And to ſhow that you can as eaſily 
deſtroy all Divine Authority or Neceſſity 
of any particular Communion, or Religion, 
you tell us, that our Title to God's Favour 
cannot depend upon our actual being or conti- 


wes, in any particular Method, but upon 
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our real Sincerity x. So that here the Since- 
rity of private Judgment as effectually de- 
ſtroys all divine Authority and Neceſ/ity of 
any particular Communion or Religion, as it 
deſtroys that which is human; and we are 
rendered as happy and as high in the Favour 
of God, for breaking his Laws, as if we had 
obſerved them. ; 

For here it is proved, that there is no Ne- 
ceſſity of any particular Communion or Reli- 
gion, not becauſe there is none inſtituted by 
God, but becauſe, whether inſtituted or not, 
our fincere Perſuaſion will equally juſtify us, 
whether it complies with or oppoſes ſuch In- 
ſtitution. 

But to proceed. 

I ſhall now ſhow, how this Doctrine of 
yours of Sincerity expoſes all the Terms of 
Salvation as delivered in Scripture. 

In the Scripture we find that Baptiſm is 
made a Term of Salvation; but if Sincerity 
without Baptiſm be as certain a Title to the 
Favour of God, as Sincerity with Baptiim, 
then it is plain, that not to be baptized, is as 
much a Condition or Term of Salvation, as 
Baptiſm is a Term of Salvation. For, if 
Baptiſm v0 h Sincerity was more a Term or 
Condition of God's Favour, than no Baptiſm 
with Sincerity, then it is certain that it is not 
Sincerity alone that procures the Favour of 
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God: And it is as certain, that if Sincerity 


alone procures us the Favour of God, then 
Baptiſm is no more a Term of Salvation, than 
the Refuſal of Baptiſm is a Term of Salva- 
tion. So that this Doctrine makes Baptiſm, 
and the Refuſal of Baptiſm, either equally 
Terms, or equally no Terms of Salvation ; e- 
qually advantagious, or OP infignifi 
Cant. 

When therefore our Bleſſed Saviour ſays, 
that except we are baptiſed we cannot enter 
into the Kingdom of God “, and he that is not 
baptized (hail be damned; according to this 
Doctrine of yours, we may alſo ſay juſt the 
contrary, that except we refuſe Baptiſm we 
cannot enter into the Kingdom of God; and 
he that is baptized ſhall be damned. 

This, my Lord, is very ſhocking ; but I 
ſhall eaſily ſhow that theſe Aſſertions are as 
proper and as juſt, as the contrary Aſſertions, 
if your Doctrine of Sincerity be right. 

For, ſince your Doctrine puts the ſincere 
Acceptance, and the fincere Refuſal of Bap- 
tim, upon the ſame Foot as to the Favour of 
God, there can be no more Danger in ſincere- 
ly refuſing Baptiſm, than in fincerely accepr- 
77g of Baptiſm. Now if there is no more 
Danger in the one Practice than in the other, 
it mult be plain to the moſt ordinary Under- 
itanding, that it is as % and proper to de- 
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clare one Practice dangerous as the other; 
that is, it muſt be as proper to ſay, he that 7s 
baptized ſhall be 2 as to ſay, he that is 
not baptized ſhall be damned. | 

Now I know your Lordſhip cannot, upon 
theſe Principles, ſhow, that it is more dange- 
rous to refuſe Baptiſm fincerely, than to re- 
ceive Baptiſm fincerely ; and ſo long as this is 
granted, you muſt allow that it is as juſt to fix 
danger upon Baptiſm itſelf, as upon the want 
of Baptiſm. And conſequently, all your Rea- 
ſonings upon this Subject are one continued 
Jenſure upon our Bleſſed Saviour's Doctrine in 
relation to Baptiſm, which according to your 
Notions, is only as juft and proper, as the 
quit? contrary would have been. | 

Again, our Saviour tells us, that except we 


eat the Fleſh of the Son of Man, and drink his 


Blood, we have no Life in us *. | 

Here we ſee, the eating the Fleſh and drink- 
ing the Blood of the Son of Man is an inſli- 
tuted Term of Salvation, and inſiſted upon by 
our Saviour; but if your Doctrine be true, we 
may as well declare the contrary to be a Term 
of Salvation, and ſay, except we ſincerely re- 
fuſe to eat the Fleſh and drink the Blood of the 
Son of Man, we have no Life in us. 


, 


For. my Lord, if Sincerity in refuſing to 


eat this Fleſh, be the ſame Title to God's Fa- 


vour that the eating of it with Sincerity is, 
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it is plain, there is no more Advantage in eat- 
ing, than in not eating; and conſequently it 
is as well to ſay, that except we forbear eat- 
ing the Fleſh of the Son of Man we have no 
Life in us, as to ſay, that except we eat the 
Fleſh of the Son of Man we have no Life in 
us; there being plainly from this Doctrine, no 
more Danger in forbearing to eat, than in 
eating; nor any more Neceſſity of eating, 
than of forbearing to eat, ſince both theſe 
Practices are equally good and advantagious 
with Sincerity, and equally bad and infignifi- 
cant without it. 
And now, my Lord, let the World judge, 
whether you could have thought of a Doctrine 
more contradictory to the expreſs Words of 
our Saviour, and all the inſtituted Terms of 
Salvation, than this of yours about Sincerity, 
which makes it no more neceſſary to obſerve 
the inſtituted Terms of Salvation, than to 
break them ; and which alſo makes it as pro- 
per, to declare it as dangerous to obſerve ſuch 
Inſtitutions, as to reject them. This I have 
ſhown particularly in Baptiſm, where your 
Doctrine makes it as proper to ſay, he that 
is baptized ſhall be damned, as to ſay, that he 
who is not baptized ſhall be damned; and in 
the ſame manner does it contradict and con- 
found the Scriptures, and make the contrary 
to every Hiſtitution as much à Means of Sal- 
vation, as the In/litution itlelf 
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Your Lordſhip has given us a Demonſtra- 
tion, as you call it, 4 your Doctrine of 
Sinceriiy and private Perſuaſion is right. 
Thus you aſk: What is it that juſtified 
the Proteſtants — in ſetting up their own 


Bijlops * Was it, that the Popiſh Doctrines 


de actually corrupt, or that the Prote= 
fic 1s were perſuaded in their own Conſci- 
erices, that they were ſo? The latter with- 


0:74 do, And then comes your Demon- 


[ir.t1o;/, in this manner; take away from 
them this Perſualion, and they are ſo far 
from being juſtified, that they are condemned 
for their Departure; give them this Per- 
ſuaſſon again, they are condemned if they do 
not ſeparate *. 
You want to be ſhown the Fallacy in this 
Demonſtr tion, which I hope I ſhall ſhow to 
your Satisfaction. | 

It is granted, that Corruption in Religion 
is no Juſtification of thoſe who leave it, un- 
leſs they are perſuaded of that Corruption. 
It is alſo granted, that they who are fully 
perſuaded that a Religion is ful, are obliged 
to ſeparate from it, though it ſhould not be 
ſinful. But then it does by no means fol- 
low, that they who leave a 7rue Religion, and 
they who leave a falſe Religion, through 
their particular Perſuaſions, are equally juſli- 


* Prefer. p. 85. Anſfw. to Rep. p. 103. 424 
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fied, or have an equal Title to the ſame De- 
oY of God's Favour. 

Here lies the great Fallacy in this Argu- 
ment, that you uſe the ſame Word {viz. Ju- 
ftified) in relatjon to both theſe People i in the 
very ſame Senſe; whereas if they are juſft- 
fed (if this Word muſt be uſed) it is in a very 
different Senſe and different Meaſure, and they 
are not entitled to the Jame Degree of God's 
Favour. Now, a Fallacy in this Point deſtroys 
the whole Demonſtration, for the Queſtion 
wholly turns upon 7his Point, Whether they 
who are fincere in a true Religion, and they 
who. are fincere in a falſe Religion, are equal- 
ly juſtified and entitled to the ſame Degrees 
of God's Favour ? 

This very Thing was objected to you by 
the learned Committee, who ſaid, that an er- 
roneous Conſcience was . never, till now, al- 
lowed wholly to juſtify Men in their Er- 
rors *, 

To which you have no better Anſwer to 
make than this, That it muſt either juſtify 
them, or not Juſtify them. It muſt either 
wholly Juſtify them, or not Juſtify them at 
all 

My Lord, I ſuppoſe a M an is juſtified by 
his living ſoberly, righteouſly, and godlily in 
this 2 World. I aſk therefore, Does his 


* Re. p. + Anfew. to Repr. p 95, 
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living ſoberly juſtify him wholly, or does it 
not juſtify him af all? If it juſtifies him 
wholly, then there is no occaſion of his living 
r1ghteoufly and godlily; if it does not juſtify 
him at all, then there is no need of his living 
ſoberly. 

Your Anſwer to the Committee has juſt as 
much Senſe or Divinity in it, as there is in 
this Argument. 

Here I muſt deſire, that it may be obſerved, 
that the Queſtion is not, Whether Sincerity 
in any Religion, does not recommend us to 
the Favour of God ? But whether we are en- 
titled to the ſame Degrees of God's Favour, 
whether we are ſincere in a frue or falſe 
way of Worſhip ? 5 

I ſhall therefore farther conſider this 
Point. ä | 

Firſt; If true and right Religion hath a- 
ny thing in its own Nature to recommend us 
to God, then Sincerity in this rue and right 
Religion muſt recommend us more to God, 
than Sincerity in a falſe and wrong Religi- 
on; becauſe we have a Recommendation 
from our Religion, as well as from our Sin- 
cerity in it. For inſtance, if it be in 4 
Degree in the World more acceptable to God, 
that we ſhould follow Chri/t, than Mabo- 
met, our Sincerity in following Chriſt, maſt 
recommend us to juſt ſo much more of God's 
Favour, than our Sincerity in following Ma- 
homet ; as it is more acceptable to him that 

we 
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we ſhould follow one than the other. Now 
to ſay that rue and right Religion, has no- 
thing in its own Nature to recommend us to 

| God, is ſaying, that things true and vigbt 
are no more acceptable to God, than things 
falſe and wrong ; but as it would be Blat- 
phemy to ſay this, ſo it is very little leſs, to 
ſay, that Sincerity in a falſe and ꝛwrong Re- 
ligion, is juſt the ſame Juſtification or Recom- 
mendation to the Favour of God, that Sin- 
cerity in the true and right Religion is. 

Farther; The whole End and Deſign of 
Religion, is to recommend us to the Favour 
of God. If therefore we can ſuppoſe a Reli- 
gion inſlituted by God, which does no more, 
as ſuch, recommend us to the Favour of God, 
than a Religion invented by Men or Devils, 
as ſuch, recommends us to the Favour of 
God; then we muſt alſo ſuppoſe, that God 
has inſtituted a Religion, which does not at all 
anſwer the general End and Defign of Reli- 
gion, vig. the recommending us to the Favour 
of God. 

Unleſs therefore we will prophanely de- 
clare, that God has inſtituted a Religion, 
which, as ſuch, does us no Service, nor any 
better promotes the general End of Religion, 
than any corrupt Inventions of Men, we 
muſt affirm, that Sincerity in his Religion 
will entitle us to greater Degrees of his Fa- 
vour, than Sincerity in a Religion not from 
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Secondly; If there be any real Excel- 
lency or Goodneſs in one Religion, which is 
not in another, then it is certain, that Since- 
rity does not 2 juſtify us in any Reli- 


gion; and on the contrary, it is as certain, 
that if Sincerity in any Religion does entitle 
us to the ſame Degrees of God's Favour, 
then there is no ſuch thing as any real Ex- 
cellency or Goodneſs in one Religion, which 
is not in another. | 

When you are charged with deſtroying all 
Difference between Religions, by this Ac- 
count of Sincerity, you retreat to an Anſwer 
as weak as could poſſibly have been thought 
of. Thus you ſay; What I ſaid about pri- 
vate Perſuaſion, relates to the Juſtification 5, 
the Man before God, and not to the Excel- 
lency of one Communion above another, which 
it leaves juſt as it found it X. 

Here, my Lord, you ſuppoſe that one Re- 
ligion may very much exceed another Reli- 
gion in Goodneſs and Excellency, and yet 
that this Goodneſs and Excellency has nothing 
to do with the Fu//zfication of Perfons ; for 
you ſay, you was not ſpeaking of the Excel- 
lency of one Communion above another, but of 
what relates to the Juſtification of a Man, &c. 
which plainly ſhows, that you do not allow 
the Excellency of Religion to have any thing 
to do with the Juſtification of Men; for if 


Fm 
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you did, it muſt have been neceſſary to ſpeak 
of the Excellency of one Religion above ano- 
ther, when you was ſpeaking of what it is 
which juſtiſies a Man before God. 

Now, my Lord, to grant that there is an 
Excellency and Goodneſs in ſome Religion, 
and yet exclude this excellent and good Reli- 
gion, from having any more in it to juſ?zfy 
and recommend us to the Favour of God, than 
what is to be found in any other Religion leſs 
excellent; is juſt as good Senſe, as to allow, 
that ſome Food is much more excellent and 
proper than other Food ; and yet exclude this 
-- 1 excellent proper Food, from having any 
thing in it to preſerve Health and Strength, 
more than in any other Food. 

For the Goodneſs and Excellency of Reli- 
gion, is as truly a relative Goodneſs and 
Excellency, as the Goodneſs and Excellency 
of Food is a relative Goodneſs and Excel- 
lency. And as that Food can only be ſaid to 
be better than another Food, becauſe it has 
a better Effect upon the Body than any other 
Food; ſo that Religion can only be ſaid to 
be better than another, becauſe it raiſes us 
higher in the Favour of God than any other 
Religion. | | 

It is therefore moſt certain, that if any 
one Religion can be ſaid to be better than 
another, it muſt be, becauſe one Religion 
may be of more Advantage to us than ano- 

ther. 


For 
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For as Religion in general is good, becauſe 
it does us good, and brings us-into Favour 
with God; fo. the particular Excellency and 
Goodneſs of any Religion, muſt conſiſt in 
this, that it does us a more particular Good, 
and raiſes us to higher Degrees of God's Fa- 
vour, than a /eſs excellent Religion would 
have done, 

So that when your Lordſhip talks of the 
Excellency of one Religion above another, as 
having nothing in it, as ſuch, to recom- 
mend us to higher Degrees of God's Favour, 
or effect our Juſliſication; it is full as ab- 
ſurd, as to ſay, that though one kind of 
Learning. may be more excellent than another 
kind of Learning, yet no Men are more ex- 
cellent or valuable, for having one kind of 
Learning rather than another. 

For as no kind of Learning can be ſaid to 
be peculiarly excellent, but becauſe it gives 
ſome peculiar Excellency to thoſe who are 

Maſters of it; ſo no kind of Religion can 
be ſaid to 155 more excellent than another, 
_ unleſs thoſe who profeſs it, reap ſome Ad- 
vantage from it, which is. not to be had from 
a Religion /eſs excellent. Y 

From all this it appears, firſt, that there 
can be no ſuch thing as any Goodneſs or Ex- 
cellency in one Religion abave another, but 
as it procures a peculiar Good and Advan- 
tage to thoſe who profeſs it. 
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Secondly ; That your Lordſhip can allow 
no other Goodneſs or Excellency in Religion, 
even from your own expreſs Words, but what 
implies as great an Abſurdity, as to allow of 
good Food, good Learning, or good Advice, 
which can do no body any good at all. | 

For ſince you expreſsly exclude the Good- 
neſs or Excellency of any Religion, from ha- 
ving any part in recommending us to the Fa- 
vour of God, and will only allow it to carry 
us ſo far, as Sincerity in a worſe Religion. 
will carry us; it is certain, that this good 
and excellent. Religion, is juſt as good as 
that, which does us no good at all. | 

So that whether you will yet own that 
you have deſtroyed all the difference betwixt 
Religions, or not, I cannot tell; yet I imagine, 
every one Will ſee that you have only left 
ſuch a Goodneſs in one Religion above ano- 
ther, as can do no body any good at all. 

The ſhort is this; If you will own there 
is no Excellency in one Religion above ano- 
ther, then you are guilty of making Chriſti- 
anity no better than Mabdmetcnifie, but if 
you will acknowledge a Goodneſs and Ex- 
cellency in one Religion above another, and 
yet contend that it is Sincerity alone, which 
does us any Good, or recommends us to the 
Favour of God, in all Religions alike, this is 
as abſurd, as to ſay, ſuch a thing is much 
better for us than any other thing, ahd vet 
aſſert, that any other thing will do us as much 
good as that. I have, 
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I have, I hope, ſufficiently confuted your 
Doctrine of Sincerity, from the Nature of 
Religion. I ſhall now, in a word or two, ex- 
amine it farther, by conſidering the Nature 
of Private Perſugſion, which can do all theſe 
mighty things. 

And, firſt, I deny that Perſuaſion was the 
only thing which juſtified the Proteſtants, or 
which recommends People to the Favour of 
_ God in the Choice of a Religion; and that, 
becauſe if their private Perſuaſion was 
founded in Pride, Prejudice, worldly Inte- 
reſt, or any thing, but the real Truth, and 
the Juſlice of the Cauſe, that their private 
Perſuaſion did not juſtify them before God; 
nor had they, upon this Suppoſition, ſo good 
a Title to his Favour, as thoſe who did not 
reform. i 
If you ſay, that Perſons cannot be jincere 
in their Perſuaſions, who are influenced by 
Pride, or Prejudice, or any falſe Motive: 
To this I anſwer; 

Firſt; That according to your own Prin- 
ciples, that Man is to be eſteemed fincere, 
who thinks himſelf to be fincere. For, as 


it is a firſt Principle with you, that a Man 


is ju/tified in point of Religion, not becauſe 
he obſerves what in its own Nature is frue 
and right Religion, but becauſe he obſerves 
that which he 7hinks. to be true and right 
Religion; ſo according to this Principle, 4 
Man is to be accounted fincere, not becauſe 
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he acts up to true and juft Principles of Sin- 


cerity, but becauſe he 7hinks in his own 
Mind, that he does act up to ſuch quſt and 


true Principles of Sincerity. So that, my 


Lord,” Sincerity it ſeems is as truly a private 
Perſuaſion, as Religion is a private Perſua- 
ſion; and therefore any one may as eaſily 
think himſelf truly ſincere, and yet not have 
true Sincerity, as he may think himſelf in 
the true Religion, and yet not be in the 
true Religion. | | 

Unleſs therefore you will maintain, that a 
Perſon who is miſtaken in his Sincerity, and 
miſtaken in his Religion too, who hath nei- 
ther true Religion, or true Sincerity, hath as 
good a Title to the Favour of God as he 
who is truly fincere, and in a true Religi- 
on, you mult give up this Cauſe of Sincerity. 
For it is demonſtrable from your own Prin- 
ciples, that any one may as often happen to 
be miſtaken in his Sincerity, and take that 
for Sincerity which is not Sincerity, as he 
may he miſtaken in his Religion, and take 
that for Religion which is not Religion. 

And conſequently it is as reaſonable to 
talk of /incere Perſons who are influenced by 
wrong Molives, as to talk of Perſons being 


jullified in Religion, who live in a falſe 


Religion. 


So that, my Lord, this is the Reſult „ 
your Doctrine, that Perſons neither truly ſin- 
cere, nor in the 7rue Religion, are yet enti- 


? tled 
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tled to the ſame Degrees of God's Favour, 
with thoſe who are truly ſincere in the true 
Religion. 
The ſhort is this, according to a Maxim of 
your own, you are obliged to acknowledge 
that Man to be ſincere, who thinks himſelf 
to be fincere; becauſe you ſay a Man is to 
be eſteemed Religious, not becauſe he practiſes 
true Religion, but becauſe he 7hinks he pra- q: 
ctiſes true Religion; therefore you muſt ſay, 1 
that a Man is ſincere, not becauſe he is 7ruly , "4 
fincere, but becauſe he hints himſelf to be 
ſincere. "0 al 
It is alſo as pofible and as likely for a Man ti 
to be miſtaken in thoſe things which conſti- 10 
tute true Sincerity, as in thoſe things which At 
conſtitute true Religion. | 
And therefore if his Sincerity be the only 
and the ſame Title to God's Favour in any 
Religion, it follows, that Sincerity, though 
influenced by falſe Motives, and in a falſe way 
of Worſhip, is as acceptable to God, as a in- 
cere Perſuaſion governed by right Motives, in 
a true and inſtituted way of Worſhip. 
So that all the fine things which you have 
ſaid of Sincerity, as implying in it all which 
is rational and excellent, are come to no- 
thing; and you are as ſtrictly obliged to al- 
low that Man to be ſincere, who miſtakes the 
Grounds and Principles of true Sincerity, 
becauſe he hints himſelf to be fincere, as to Wi! 
allow that Perſon to be juſtified in his Reli- THR 0 
Fy gion, bs 
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gion, who miſtakes the true Religion, becauſe 
he thinks himſelf in the true Religion. 

So that it is not Sincerity, as it contains all 
that is rational and excellent which alone 
juſtifies, but as it may be an idle, warn, 
whimſical Perſuaſion, in which People think 
themſelves in the right. This Perſuaſion, 
thou gh founded in the Follies, Paſſions, and 
Prejudices of human Nature, gonſecrates 
every Way of Worſhip, and makes the Man 
thus perſuaded as acceptable to God, as he 
who through a right uſe of his Reaſon, ſerves 
God in that Method which he has :n/t:7uted. 

I ſhall end this Point with only this Ob- 
ſeryation, that however hearty a Friend you 
may be to the Chriſtian Religion your ſelf, 
this I dare ſay, that the heartieſt Enemy it 
has, will thank you for thus defending it. 
And they who wiſh all the Diſtinctions be- 
twixt Religions confounded, and maintain that 
we have nothing to hope or fear but from our 
own Perſuaſions, are the only Perſons whq 
can cal you their proper Defender, 


Of the Reformation. 


WE Proceed now, in a Word or two, to 
* ſhow, that the Necgſſity of Commu- 
N nion with any particular Church, 
and the Effects of Excommunication, 
are perfectly conſiſtent with the Principles of 4 
the Reformation. 5 it 
You ſay, If there be a Church Authority {þ 
to oblige People to external Communion, 
JT beg to know, How can the Reformation itſelf 
be juſtified? —— For there was then an Or- 
der of Church-men, veſted with all ſpiritual 
Authority ;— there was therefore a Church 
Authority to oblige Chriſtians, a Power of 
ſome over others, What was it therefore to 
which wwe owe this very Church 4 En 8 
land“? : 
To this it may be anſwered, 
Firſt ;* That this Argument proceeds upon 
a falſe Suppoſition, namely, that it is the 
Laws of any Men, which obliges us to ex- 
ternal Communion. Which I have already 
ſhown to be as falſe, as to ſuppoſe that it 1s 


the Laws of any Men: which obliges us to be 
Chriftians. f 
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Secondly ; That there may be a real and a 


great Authority which obliges us to externa! 


Communion, though this Authority be not 
founded in any human Laus; for there is as 
real and apparent an Authority for Baptiſm 
and the Supper of the Lord, and other Parts 
of external Communion, as if they were the 
expreſs Matter of any human Laws. 

Thirdly ; That the Laws of Men in this 
Affair of Religion, are of the ſame Obliga- 
tion and Force that they are in other Mat- 
ters. If they command Things indifferent, 
they are to be obeyed for the Authority of 
the Command; if they enjoin Things in their 
own Nature good, the Neceſſity of Obedience 
is greater; but if they command Things un- 
lawful, we are not to comply, but obey God 
rather than Man. 

Fourthly ; The Queſtion therefore at the 
Refor wo was not, Whether the Laws of 
the Pope or the Prince were on the fide of 
the Church of Rcme ? But whether that Tait5 
and thoſe Inſtitutions which conſtitute the 
Chriſtian Religion, were with the Reformers, 
or with the Papiſts. For the Church Autho- 
rity which obliged em then, and which ob- 
Jiges now to external Communion, was not 
an Authority which obliged them to comply 
with any number of Biſhops, or any State 
Laus, but to enter into Communion with 
that Biſhop or Biſhops, who obſerved that way 

of Worſhip which Chriſt had inſtituted. The 
| Ne.ceſ- 
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Neceflity of being in external Communion, 
does not oblige us to be in Communion with 


the Pope or any Number of Biſhops as ſuch, 


whoſe Authority we may happen to be born 
under ; but it obliges us to be in that Com- 


munion, which is that Way or Method of Sal- 


vation which Chriſt has :n/t:tuted. 
So that though we ſhould grant, that at the 
Reformation we broke through the haman 


Laws of the Church, which required us to. 


continue in Communion with the Church of 
Rome, it will by no means follow, that we 
broke through that Authority which obliges 


us to external Communion, becauſe that Au- 


tbority is not founded in any human Laws, 


but is the Authority of Chriſt, requiring us to 
obſerve all thoſe things which. conſtitute ex- 
ternal Communion. For as 1t 1s the Autho- 
rity of Chriſt which obliges us to be Chri- 
ſtians, ſo that ſame Authority obliges us to 
enter into that Communion, where che Iſti- 


tations and Faith of Chriſt are preſerved. 


When therefore you ſay, / Church Autho- 
rity (meaning human Laws) be a ſufficient 
Obligation upon them to determine them, then 
our Forefathers ought not in Conſcience to have 


ſeparated from the Church of Rome 


This, my Lord, is no more to the Purpoſe, 
than if you had ſaid, if the King of France 
has a Right to be obeyed all over . 


— —— 
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then all over Europe they ought in Conſcience 
to obey him. 50 5 | 

For fince it 1s neither pretended, nor al- 
| lowed, that human Laws are a ſufficient Ob- 
ligation to external Communion, to argue 
from this Suppoſition is as foreign to the Pur- 
poſe, as to ſuppoſe that the King of France 
was Governour of all Europe. 

The next Step you take is alſo very extra- 
ordinary, where having rejected human Au- 
thority from being a ſufficient Obligation to 
external Communion, you thus proceed, But 
if Men are their own Judges by the Laws 
of God and of Chriſt in this Matter; if they 
have a Right to uſe their Judgment, and 
determined by it ;——then here is a Ju/tifica- 
tion of the Reformation, and particularly of 
the Proteſtant Church of England“ . 
The . moſt complaiſant Juſtification, my 
Lord, that could poſſibly have been thought 
of, becauſe it as peculiarly juſtifies all the E- 
nemies of the Church of England, of what 
kind ſoever, as it juſtifies the Proteſtant . 
Church of England. 

For your Argument proceeds thus; if there 
be no human Authority to which we are ab- 
ſolutely obliged to ſubmit, but have a Right 
to uſe our own Judgments, then the Refor- 
mation is juſtified. Here we ſee the Doctrines 
of the reformed Church are not taken into the 


” on 


— — 
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Queſtion; ſhe is not ſaid to be juſtified, as 
being a true Church, or as preſerving thoſe 
Orders and Inſtitutions, which conſtitute the 
true Church; but is juſtified, becauſe Men 
may uſe their Reaſon, and not enter into any 
Communion which human Laws have hap- 


pened to eſtabliſn. Now if we of the Church 


of England are juſtified in the Ch ice of our 
Religion, becauſe no human Laws have an 
abſolute Rower to oblige us to be of any par- 
ticular Religion, then all People, whether Pa- 
fiſts or Proteſtants, whether Quakers, Rant- 
ers, Jews, Turks, and Infidels, are equally 
juſtified in the Choice of their particular 
Ways of Worſhip, becauſe human Laws 


have not an abſolute Power to oblige them to 


be of any particular Religion. So that though 
you call this a Juſtzfication of the Proteſtant 
Church of England, you might as juſtly have 


called it a Juſtification of Quakers, Fews, 


Turks, and Infidels : For it is as truly a Juſti- 
fication of every one of them, as it is a Juſtifi- 
cation of the Church of England. 

But to proceed. 

How comes it, my Lord, that the Refor- 
mation is juſtified, becauſe People may uſe 
their Reaſon, and are not under a Neceſſit 


from human Laws of being of this or that 
Church? Why muſt the Reformation be right 


and juſt, becauſe human Laws are not ſuffi- 


cient to hinder a Reformation. Is there no 
other Authority that can make any particular 
Tu SY | 2 e 
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Religion neceſſary, becauſe human Authority 
cannot? May it not be our Duty to be of 
this Communion, and a Sin to enter into an- 
other Communion, though human Laws as 
ſuch cannot make the one a Duty, or the o- 
ther a din? Does Baptiſm, the Supper of the 
Lord, and a Belief in Jeſus Chriſt, ceaſe to 
be neceſſary, becauſe that Neceſſity does not 
ariſe from human Laws ? 

Now if Things may be neceſſary to Salva- 
tion, though they are not made ſo by buman 
Authority, then it is no Juſtification of the 
Reformation to ſay, that the Reformers might 
al their Reaſon, and not chuſe that Religion 
which human Laws commanded them to 
chuſe ; this will be no Juſtification, till it ap- 
pears, that they choſe that Religion which 
the Authority of God required them to chuſe. 

For it would be Nonſenſe to fay, People are 
juſtified for having ſuch a ſort of Baptiſm, 
becauſe the Neceſſity of Baptiſm does not ariſe 
from human Laws. Yet this is as good Senſe, 
as to ſay, ſuch a People are juſtified in their 

Religion, becauſe no Religion is made neceſ- 
ſary by human Laws. For as they are only 
ruftificd in Point of Baptiſm, who obſerve 
ſuch Baptiſm, as the Authority of God has ap- 
pointed, fo are they only juſtified in their 
Religion, who enter into that Religion which 

the Authority of God has inſtituted. 

But your Lordſhip has no ſooner ſhown that 

human Authority, as fuch, cannot oblige us 
to 


6 


to be of any particular Religion, but you 
preſently congratulate your Readers upon an 
entire Freedom from all Authority in Religion, 
and without once mentioning that the Refor- 
mation is right and juſt, becauſe of the Or- 
ders, Doctrines or Inſtitutions, which it main- 
tains; you ſay it is juſtified for ſuch a Rea- 
ſon, as juſtifies in an equal Degree every Re- 
ligion, and every Change of Religion in the 
World. You have fo far juſtified it, as to 
ſhow that it is as well to be of it, as of any 
other Church; and as well to be of any other 
Church, as of it. | 

Who would not think, my Lord, that the 
inſtituted Terms of Salvation had ſomethin 
to do with the Juſtification of Chriſtians ? 
Yet you can juſtify People without any re- 
gard to them. Who would not think that a 
Religion is unjuſtifiable, if it is contrary to the 
Religion 7nſt:tuted by Chriſt? Yet your Lord- 
ſhip has juſtified 4 Changes in Religion, 
without any regard to. the Inſtitutions of 
Chriſt, ſolely for this Reaſon, becauſe Men 
may uſe their own Judgment, and not ſubmit 
to the Laws of Men, as ſuch, in the Choice 
of Religion. As if, becauſe they are not to 
be altogether governed by the Commands of 
Men in the Choice of a Religion, neither are 
they to be determined by the Authority of 
God, or any more tied down to his Inftitu- 
tions, than to human Laws. Who would 


think 
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think that no Change in Religion 3 ſs ee 


decauſe Religion is only inſtituted by God, 


and has his Authority to make it neceſſary? 
Yet your Lordſhip baniſhes all Danger from 
Change of Religion, and pronounces 
the ſame Safety in every Opinion, becauſe 
TP are under no abſolute human Autho- 
ray. 

It is very ſurprizing, after all this, to ſee 
your Lordſhip breaking out into paſſionate 
Expreſſions for the Cauſe of the Reformation, 
and fo often declaring, that it is for the ſake 
of the Reformation that you have taken fo 
much Pains, and with ſo much Pleaſure, in 
your late Writings. 

Nov it ſeems, your Adverſaries hare ander 
mine the very Foundations of the reformed 
Church of England; and that in this Man- 
ner. - - 

Firſt; They Juſtify the Church of Eng- 
land. by ſhowing that it maintains all thoſe 
Orders, Inflitutims, and Do&trines, which 


Chriſt has made neceſſary to Salvation; that 
it is a true Church, becauſe it conſiſts of all 
| thoſe Things, which by the Inſtitution of 


Chriſt conſtitute a rrue Church. 
For this, your Lordſhip rebukes them as 
Enemies to the Reformation, as Friends to 
Popery; and declares, that the Proteſtants 


are not juſtified becauſe they have choſen a 
rrue and right Religion, but becauſe they 


think 
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think they have choſen a true and right Re- 
ligion. 
Again, your Adverſaries inſiſt upon the 


Necęſſity of entering into Communion with 


the Church of England, becauſe it is a true 
Church of Chriſt; 2 declare thoſe guilty 
of the heinous Sin of Schiſm, who ſeparate 
from her Communion. 

Here again you condemn them, as conſpi- 
rin g the Ruin of the Reformation, becauſe 
if the Diſſenters are not juſtified in their Se- 
paration from the Church of England by 
their private Perſugſion, neither is the Church 
of England to be juſtified for its Separation 
from Rome. So that the Difference between 


your Lordſhip and your Adverſaries, in rela- 


tion to the Reformed Church of England is 
this. 


They ſupport and recommend this Church, 


becauſe it contains all the neceſſary Dodrines 
and Inſtitutions of Chriſt, and conſequently 
ve it an Advantage over every other way of 


Worſhip, which is either corrupted or de- 


fective, in theſe Doctrines and Inſtitutions of 
Chriſt. 


But you ſupport and recommend it (pardon. 
the Rxprothions) not from any thing which 
relates to it at all, but from private Perſuaſi- 
on; and conſequently allow every Religion. 
in the World to be as Ju, and good, and 


Jafe, if Men are but ſo perſuaded. 
They 
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They defend the Church of England, by 
ſhowing what it is, and by aſſerting the 


Truth of its Doctrines. 


You have no Title to be mentioned amongſt 
its Defenders, but as you may be called a De- 


fender of Quakers and Fanatics, Jews and 


Turks, and every Religion in the World, 
which any one thinks to be right. 

To proceed; As a farther Defence of the 
Reformation, you aſk, How did the firſt 
Reformers debe tbemſelves? Did they not 
think and ſpeak of them (vis. Abſolution 
and Excommunication) as having nothing 
to do with the Favour of God, as human 
Engines, and mere Outcries of human Ter- 
ror? And did they mean by this to claim to 


themſelves the Right of Abſolution, which they 


had denied to — becauſe they were fal- 
lible and weak Men; or to afſert a Power 
of Excommunication, ſo as to affect Men's 
eternal Salvation, to themſelves in one Church, 
which they had diſregarded and trampled upon 
in another? No: They treated all Excom- 
munications as alike, and upon an equal 


foot; and could upon no other Account neglect 


and diſregard them as they did, but becauſe 


God had not given to any Man the Diſpeſel of 
his Mercy or Anger E 


—_ 
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The Argument, my Lord, here proceeds 


thus: Firſt; That all Abſolutions and Excom- 
munications muſt have been eſteemedalike, and 


equally iaſgnificant by our Reformers, becauſe 


they were not terrified at the Excommunica- 
tions of the Church of Rome, nor thought an 


- Abſolution from that Church neceſſary. 


Secondly ; That the Reformers having thus 


- diſregarded theſe Powers in that Church, 
: ought not to pretend, that the ſame Powers 


have any more Effect when they exerciſe 
them in this Church. 5 


-_- 


To this it may be anſwered, that if we 


-» ought not to pretend to any Effects in Abſo- 
lution or Excommunication, becauſe we diſ- 


regarded hoſe Powers as exerciſed by the 


Church of Rome; that then we ought not to 
pretend the Neceſſity of any Faith, becauſe we 
diſregarded the Faith of the Romiſb Church; 
nor the Neceſſity of any Sacraments, nor the 
Neceſſity of the Canonical Mritings, becauſe 
we diſregarded the Canonical Books of the 
Church of Rome. And it is as good Senſe 
to cry out here, Did they not treat their 
 & Sacraments as mere Inventions of Men ? 


© Did they mean by this to claim to them- 


<. ſelves a Power to make Sacraments neceſ- 
« ſary in one Church, which Power they had 
 « trampled upon in another? Did they de- 


© ny the Neceflity of ſeven Sacraments 
© there, in order to aſſert the Neceſſity of 


tuo Sacraments here ? No: They treated 
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e all Sacraments as alike, and upon an equal 
« foot with reſpect to God's Favour, and 
could upon no other Account neglect and 
* diſregard them as they did, but becauſe 
« God's Favour or Diſpleaſure was no ways 
affected by any Sacraments. 

Here let common Senſe judge, whether 
this Argumentof yours, ſhowing theUnreaſon- 
ableneſs of pretending to any Significancy in 
Excommunication, becauſe we diſregarded the 
Excommunication of the Church of Rome, 
does not prove it as unreaſonable to inſiſt up- 
on the Neceſsity of any Faith, or any Sacra- 
ments, or any Canonical Books, becauſe we 
denied the Romiſh Creed, the Romiſh Sacra- 
ments, and Canon of Scripture ? 

For our Reformers no more intended to 
ſhow that Excommunication was a Dream 
and Trifle, becauſe they diſregarded the Ex- 
communication of the Church of Rome, 
than they intended to ſhow that all Sacra- 
ments, all Faith, and all Scripture, were 
Dreams and Trifles, by their not owning ei- 
ther the Sacraments, or the Creed, or the 
Canon of the Church of Rome. And, my 
Lord, what a worthy Defender of Chriſtia- 
nity and the Reformation would he be, who 
ſhould aſk us what we mean by the Neceffity 
of Sacraments, or Faith, or Scripture, ſince 
we have not allowed the Neceſſity either of 
the Romiſh Sacraments, Faith, or Scripture ? 


Yet ſuch a Defender is your Lordſhip, who 
contends 


( 227-) 
contends that we ought to reject Excommu- 
nication as a Trifle and Dream, becauſe we 
diſregarded the Hxcommunication of the 
Church of Rome. 

I have now gone as far in the Examina- 
tion of your Doctrines, as my preſent Deſign 
will allow me, and am apt to think that 
in this and my former Letters, J have gone 
ſo far, as to ſhow, that a few more ſuch De- 
fences of Chriſtianity and the Reformation, 
as you have given us, would compleat their 
Ruin, as far as human Writings can com- 
pleat it. 

And had you meant ever ſo much harm to 
Chriſtianity and the Reformation, I believe 
no one who wiſhes their Confuſion, would 


have thought you could have taken a better 


way to obtain that End, than by writing as 
you have lately written. 

For he muſt be a very Bitter Enemy to 
them both, who wonld not think jt ſufficient 
to ſet Chriſtianity and Mahometaniſm, the Re- 
formation and Ruakeriſm, upon the ſame 
foot. | FE 

And he muſt be very flow of Apprehenſion, 
who does not ſee that to be plainly done, by 
reſolving all into private Perſuaſion, and 
making Sincerity in every Religion, whether 
true or falſe, the ſame Title to the ſame 
Degrees of God's Favour. 
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I ſhall not with your Lordſhip make any 


Declarations about my own Sincerity ; I am 
content to leave that to God, and to let all 


the World paſs what Judgment they pleaſe. 


about it. 
Tam Your Lordfhip's 


A Humble Servant; 


Wiltiam Law. 
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POSTSCRIPT. 


EMH E Learned Committee obſerved to 
1 * your Lordſhip, that an erroneous. 


Xx Conſcience was. never, till now, al- 


Errors. 


This Obſervation I have ſhown: to be true. 
and juſt, as it implies, that though Sincerity 


in an erroneous way of Worſhip ſhould in ſome 


lowed wholly to juſtify Men in their 


degree or other recommend Men to the Fa- 


vour or Mercy of God, yet it is not that 


entire Recommendation to his Favour, which 


is effected by our ſincere Obedience in the 
true way of Salvation: That is, though it 


ſhould juſtify them in ſome degree, yet it can- 


not juſtify them in that degree, in which they 
are juſtified, who fincerely ſerve God, in that 


true Religion which he himſelf has inſtituted. 


Now our Juſtification, as it is effected by 


the Merits of Chriſt, is in one and the ſame 
degree; but as our Juſtification is effected by. 
our own Behaviour, it is as capable of die- 
rent degrees, as our Virtue and Holineſs is 
capable of different degrees; and it is alſo 
neceſſary that our Juſtification be more or leſs, 
according as our Holineſs is more or fc. 


Yet 


, 
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Vet in anſwer to this Obſervation of the 
Learned Committee, you ſay, it mult either 
juſtify them, or not Juſtify them ; it muſt ei- 
ther juſtiſy them wholly, or not juſtify them 
at all. This, my Lord, is as contrary to 
the Scripture, as it is to the Obſervation of 
the Committee. For our blefled Saviour, 
ſpeaking of the Publican, ſays, I tell you, 
this Man went down to his Houſe juſtified, 
rather than the other *. 

Here, my Lord, is as plain a Declaration 
of Degrees in Juſtification, as can well be 

made, ſo far as Juſtification can be effected by 
our own Behaviour. 

For, it is plain, the Publican was not 
wholly juſtified, becauſe then there would be 
no need of his embracing Chriſtianity; it 1s 
alſo plain, that he was juſtified in part, or 
elſe he could not be ſaid to be juſtified ra- 
ther than the Phariſee. 

If therefore your Anſwer confutes the Ob- 
ſervation of the Learned Committee, it muſt 
alſo confute this Paſſage of Scripture. 

T ſhall only add one word in relation to 
another Point. 

I have ahead ſhown the Falſenefs and e- 
vil Tendency of your Argument againſt Ex- 
communication, which you aſſerted to be a 
Dream and Trifle without any Effect, becauſe 
it is our own Behawour ene which can ſig- 
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nify any thing to us with regard to the Fa- 
vour of God. Now, my Lord, this Philoſo- 
pby ſtrikes at the very Vitals of the Chriſtian 
Religion : For, if this Sentence can have no 
Effect, if it is a Dream and Trifle, becauſe 
it is ur Behaviour alone on which the Favour 
of God: depends; then how ſhall we account 
for theſe Paſſages of Scripture, which attribute 
our Juſtification to the Merits and Death of 
Chriſt?» As thus; 


. 


Jeſus Chriſt, who gave himſelf for our 
Sins ö 

In whom we have Redemption through bis 
Blood + 3 | 1 

Being juſtified by his Blood, we ſhall be 
ſaved from Wrath t. 

It is the conſtant, uniform Doctrine of 
Scripture, that our Reconciliation and Peace 
with God, our Juſtification and Sanctification 
before God, is owing to the Merits and 
Death of Chriſt. But if what you have ſaid 
be true, that it is our Behaviour alone, which 
procures the Favour of God, then the Blood 
of Chriſt muſt be as truly without any Effect, 
as Excommunication is without any Effect. 

For if the Favour of God depends entirely 
upon our Behaviour alone, then it can de- 
pend upon nothing elſe ; and if it depend up- 
on nothing elſe, then every thing elſe is e- 
qually trifling and without any Effect as to 


® (ab. 1. 3. + Epbeſ. 1. 7. + Rom. 5. 9. 
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that Purpoſe ;' and conſequently: every Paſ- 
ſage in Sctipture' which aſcribes our Accept- 
"ance with. God to the "Merits and Blood of 
« Chriſt; is as much condemned by your Do- 
ctrine, as the Efz#s of Excommunication 

are condemned by it. 5 
Whether your Lordſhip did not perceive 
the Incon/iſtency of this Doctrine, with: that 
ati faction and Redemption which the Scrip- 
tures teach; or whether you Enowingly in- 
tended to oppoſe this Doctrine, is, what I 
ſhall leave to every one's own Judgment. 


Thus much I ſhall only ſay, that as you have 
here directly contradicted this firſt Principle of 
the Chriſtian Religion, if it is not what you in- 


tended, I hope you will, ſor the ſake of Chri- 


ſtianity, venture to declare, that though you 


have aſſerted, that it is our Bebaviour alone, 


yet it is not our Behaviour alone, but more 


particularly the Merits and Death of Chriſt, 


' "which recommends us to the Favour of God. 
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